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STUDY 1: A QUALITATIVE STUDY 
Wearing of veil by Muslim females has always been considered as an act of 
religious duty. Often this act of covering oneself has been misinterpreted by the 
Western world as a sign of oppression and conservatism. Over the years, Western 
world has divested veiling practice from its accepted contextual and specific meaning 
in Islam and misinterpretedyattribut g 	r 
that Christian nuns also cover their head with veil b i 
a symbol of religiosity, panty, sincerity, and peace 
Muslim women's veiling piac: ace was seen as a s) 
though both share the same -degree of visibility. The 
veil might be because they show commitment to 
ngs into it. It was observed 
r practice w" s interpreted as 
he Westerns orld, whereas, 
[suppression  of women, 
ice ofrChr.stian women's 
'af1iii .•religious tradition 
whereas Muslim women's veil, is perceived as intrusion of foreign  beliefs which is 
against the prevailing religious tradit n (Roald,20 1) 	. ' 	}L 
. x 
Given the cur re-'nt.geo.political.dynatnics, it was observed!byscholars that the 
wider social and political :context has changed the perception of veil, both in the 
Muslim as well as the non-Muslim world-1n today's thulticirltural scenario veil has 
emerged as a religio-political symbol (Afshar, 2008). For example Morroccan 
government has officially stated that hijab is a political symbol which represents only 
one political faction (Hamilton, 2006). 
In recent times the trend of covering oneself fully or just wearing a headscarf 
has increased manifold, especially amongst young educated females. Through open-
ended questions an attempt was made to understand the subjective perception of 
young educated females and what significance does veil/hijab have in their life. 
1 
Research Objective 
The main objective of this study was firstly to understand the meaning of 
veil/headscarf among those young educated females who practiced this dress-code 
and secondly to explore the main reasons as to why they were attracted to this dress 
code. 
Method 
Sample 
Data was collected on 30 females who adopted the veil/headscarf on a regular 
basis. All of them were enrolled in the Ph.D program in different disciplines at 
Aligarh Muslim University. The students' age ranged' from 22 to 25 years. 
Measures 
An open-ended questionnaire was used where the respondents were asked to 
respond to questions like: 
1-What does an abaya/veil mean to you? 
2-What are the reasons that have influenced you to wear the veillheadscarf? 
3-What type of identity does the abaya/veil give you? 
Procedure 
Females students pursuing doctoral courses, wearing a veil/headscarf were 
approached and requested to participate in the study. They were briefly told about the 
purpose of the study. Once they agreed to participate they were -encouraged to give 
their responses to the open ended questions, and their answer were recorded. They 
were also assured that their responses would be kept confidential. 
2 
RESULTS 
The open ended responses were analyzed to find out the significance of veil 
and headscarf adopted by young educated Muslim females. Content analysis was done 
to identify broad themes in the narratives. Across the 30 responses, these themes were 
compared to identify the commonalities and differences, the results of which are 
presented in tabular form. 
The content analyses of the responses indicate that the veil/headscarf was- 
• A symbol of religious identity for young females. 
• It gives them a sense of protection. 
• In public places, it gives them honor and protects them from abuse. 
• It is a mark of piety. 
• It is a sign of purity and dignity. 
• It ensures modesty. 
• It is a religious practice. 
• It is a convenient dress code. 
Tablel 
Reasons for wearing Hijab/Headscarf 
S. No. 	Dimensions 
1. 	Religious Purpose 
2 	Islamic Identity 
3. Psychological Function (Confidence, Positive Affect) 
4. Social Function (Protection, Convenience, Safety) 
5. Health Function 
56.67% 
10.00% 
9.99% 
6.66% 
3.33% 
3 
The above table clearly shows that females adopt the Islamic dress code for 
different reasons. The most important reason obviously is for religious purpose, where 
56.6% of the respondents said that they wear the veil due to religious purpose. The 
second most important reason is that it helps them to depict their Islamic identity, 
with 10% of females saying so. Apart from the Islamic angle the veil appears to serve 
various other functions. It had a psychological angle where 9.99% of females said that 
it gave them confidence and satisfaction and was associated with positive affect. It 
also served a social purpose where it got associated with a sense of security, 
convenience and protection. Interestingly females wearing headscarf saw it as a 
healthy practice as it protected them from the sun and pollution. 
In response to the question- What the veil meant to them? Most of the females 
said, "The veil is an expression of my identity, my religious identity". Some felt that 
"it is an integral part of my personality. It acts as a shield, a protective cover which 
gives a sense of dignity and confidence". Some females were of the view that, `it 
ensures our modesty, it is a mark of piety and a way of life. I feel very much free, 
safe, secure and proud. Socially I get respect from others." 
Table 2 clearly distinguishes between the headscarf practice and veiling. In 
case of both headscarf and adoption of veil, result of the present study shows that 
religion is an important motivating factor behind these dress code. But in case of veil 
the most significant reason endorsed (100%) was that it was associated with their 
identity and secondly it served a protective function. Almost 86.67% of the 
respondents felt that the veil provided them with a sense of security. 
4 
Table 2 
Showing d jerences in reasons for wearing Headscarf and Abaya 
S. No. 	Dimensions 	 Abaya 	 Headscarf 
1 Distinct Identity 100% 23.50% 
2 Protection 86.67% 26.67% 
3 Religion 73.33% 73.33% 
4 Comfortable 40% 6.67% 
6 Convenient 13.33% - 
7 Confident - 13.33% 
8 Self Satisfaction - 6.67% 
9 Positive aspect - 6.67% 
10 Health - 6.67% 
11 Equality 6.67% - 
DISCUSSION 
The finding highlights the social psychological factors behind distinct bodily 
practices or visible signs of group identity. The symbolism associated with the 
veil/headscarf conjures different meaning for different people. This study attempted to 
unravel the voices of girls who adopted veiling and the main finding shows that the 
overall reason why young educated girls practiced veiling was due to religious 
purpose. These women perceived the veil as a religious obligation in Islam and 
considered it as a part of Islamic religious belief. They denied the argument that head 
covering was a sign of women's repression and that it curbed their autonomy at home 
or on the job. They believed that "Allah ordered us to wear head scarf-to protect our 
dignity, to protect women, (so we would) not be looked at just as a beautiful body, a 
beautiful face, (so others would) look at our minds and our personalities". It is argued 
that this (Islamic) dress code is a visual statement, taken to be as serious as a verbal 
one (Moore, 2007). 
It is in the narratives of these females that the well conceived notion of veil as 
a symbol of Islamic women's oppression was challenged. According to these females 
they purposefully and consciously adopted it to advance their own agendas and 
interests before the society and to negotiate the dominant gender ideologies (Hoodfar, 
1997a; Macleod, 1991). The reason for voluntary adoption of veil by highly educated 
women's is seen as a personal strategy. It serves to convey the message that while 
being active in the public domain they are able to maintain their dignity. 
0 
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Figure 1 Significance of veil for educated Muslim females 
In the narratives of females the notion of traditional and modem are 
questioned. Traditionally in societal debates, the veillheadscarf is often framed as a 
marker of women's suppression in Islam. The demonstrative nature of the dress 
evokes an imagery of excesses against the Muslim female. The predominant thinking 
influenced by the Western mindset interprets it as denial of women's independence 
and rights to their bodies. This viewpoint appears contrary to the modem Western 
notion of gender equality. What is striking in the articulation of the entire discourse is 
that the decency angle does not find mention in the arguments of the opponent (Duits 
& Zoonen, 2006). When the decency angle gets neglected in the debate it becomes 
easy for cultural groups to oppose this dress. The results of the present study also 
highlight the fact that veil/headscarf for many educated females was a matter of 
personal choice and was not imposed by family members. In this highly mobile and 
competitive society the veil served various social and psychological purposes for 
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them. They did not view it as denial of rights but as a measure for self-protection, 
security, and convenience. On the contrary veil has provided women a moral 
standard, which expresses their protest against Western consumerist culture 
(Jacobson, 2002). Wearing the veil was a way of rejecting negative stereotypes and 
affirming pride in Muslim identity (Ahmed, 2011). 
Wagner et al. (2012) compared veiled women in Muslim majority (Indonesia) 
and Muslim minority (India) countries. They reported that Muslim majority women 
talks in terms of convenience, modesty and fashion with little consideration to 
religion as their reasons for veiling. On the other hand Muslim minority women talks 
in terms of religiosity inspired arguments and also in terms of opposition against 
stereotypes and discrimination. It is a way of affirming their cultural identity. 
Apart from being a religious statement the veil also embodies the Islamic 
identity. It symbolizes the difference between `us' and `them' and accentuates the 
process of othering'. Since the veil constitutes an important aspect of the Islamic 
culture it reveals or gets linked to the group identity and as a result it gets contested. 
According to the social identity theory (Tajfel, 1978, 1982; Tajfel & Turner, 1979) 
social identity process involves the making of inter-group comparisons and the 
establishment of the group's positive distinctiveness in relation to other group 
identities. In the modern and non-traditional form veil has become a symbol of 
religious as well as national identity. It has become a marker that signals in-group 
boundaries. 
In conclusion one can say that veiling takes on different dimensions for a 
young educated Muslim woman. Especially when the voices of females are given 
cognizance the interpretation takes a new angle. Those females who adopt it as a 
matter of personal choice and freedom without any compulsion from either society or 
N 
families see it as a tool for agency. It has functional values for them. Apart from being 
a religious practice it protects them from the male gaze, it provides security and 
mobility in a patriarchal set up. Thus it is clear that as long as the discourse of 
decency, feminism, Islam and consumer culture articulates girls' garments with their 
sexuality this dress will be seen as a lack of agency. Since the veil signifies a whole 
spectrum of life style, one needs to understand it in its concern with segregation, 
education, social mobility, the family and the role of woman in society. 
Sf,(4mvAd2 
STUDY-2 
AN EXPLORATION OF THE SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGICAL 
DYNAMICS IN THE ADOPTION OF VISIBLE SIGNS OF GROUP 
IDENTITY 
Social groups exist at multiple levels like societal, cultural, industrial, 
functional and professional levels (Hogg & Terry, 2000). The need to belong and to 
identify with a social group has become a significant topic of social psychological 
research since 1990s, for example Sigmund Freud emphasized on the importance of 
contact between individuals in group (Freud, 1930). Subsequently Abraham Maslow 
in his famous need hierarchy theory also recognized belonging-ness need, as a 
necessity after the satisfaction of physiological need (Maslow, 1968). And now it has 
become a general notion that humans have a need to belong and to be a part of a 
group (Baumeister & Leary, 1995). 
At the heart of intergroup relations are groups that people feel they belong to 
and that help them to define and evaluate who they are (their social identity). Now 
question arises why do people join a group? What motivates people to identify with a 
group and to engage in specific form of intergroup behavior? There is no single 
agreed-upon explanation for this question. The social psychology literature identified 
different motivating factors which lead a person to join a group for example, self 
affirmation (Steele, 1988), the self-esteem hypotheses (Abrams & Hogg, 1988), 
uncertainty-identity theory (Hogg, 2000, 2007, 2012), optimal distinctiveness 
(Brewer, 1991), and terror management theory (Greenberg, Pyszczynski, & Solomon, 
1986; Greenberg, Solomon, & Pyszczynski, 1997; Pyszczynski, Greenberg, Solomon, 
Arndt, & Schimel, 2004), all propose a different explanation for why people are 
motivated to join a group. Self esteem hypotheses (Abrams & Hogg, 1988) argued 	0 
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people identify with a group to achieve a positive social identity, which arises from 
his self-esteem need, on the other hand uncertainty-identity theory (Hogg, 2001, 2005, 
2007, 2012) suggested that it is the feeling of uncertainty that motivates individual to 
be a part of that social group which is able to reduce, control and protect him from 
this feeling of uncertainty. 
Being an invigorating topic in social psychology, intergroup relation relates 
social psychology with other social sciences, and challenges social psychology to 
organize and to integrate concepts relating to social history, social interaction, and 
individual cognition. Generally intergroup relations may be formed on the basis of 
age, gender, nationality, race, ethnicity, socioeconomic status etc. These relations 
between groups shape the context of our everyday life and help us to define ourselves 
and others. They influence each aspect of our life. So it's obvious that the nature of 
intergroup relations whether harmonious and peaceful or conflictual will profoundly 
affect our everyday life. 
Sherif (1966) defined intergroup behavior as when members of one group 
interact, collectively or individually, with members of other group or its members in 
terms of their group identification, intergroup behavior is likely to occur. This 
definition needs to be anchored to its two underlying concepts:"group" and "group 
identification." We live and act in a world of groups. In-fact all behaviors of 
individuals e.g. the ways we think about the world, how we feel and behave, is 
directed and sometimes restricted by the group to which we belong. The group to 
which one belongs not only is instrumental in the development of self-concept but it 
also influences the perception of others when meeting into group comparisons. The 
social group to which a person belongs functions as a source to provide a positive 
social identity to its members through successfully comparing itself and 
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differentiating itself from other comparison groups along some valued dimensions 
(Commins & Lockwood, 1979b). 
Social categorization is a way to simplify the complex social environment 
(Allport, 1954), into meaningful categories and to function smoothly in the social 
world (Hogg & Abrams, 1988). These categories further entails into ingroup and 
outgroup to allocate groups to which an individual does or does not belong (Summer, 
1906). Members of the same group are seen as `in-group' and those belonging to the 
other group are seen as 'out-group'. Aristotle and Plato defined these categories as 
distinct entities having characteristics shared by the members of their group (Ackrill, 
1963). These categories get internalized into the self-concept of people belonging to 
these categories and they start behaving in terms of these categories (Cohen, 1989). 
After the process of social identification people try to constitute their own self images 
through identifying their similarities and differences with others by the process of 
social comparison and recognition (Berger & Luckmann, 1991; Hogg & Abrams, 
1988; Jenkins, 1996). It was suggested that when a person highly identifies with a 
group, he tends to define himself in terms of the salient characteristics of that ingroup 
and differentiates himself from the outgroup or which is opposed to the ingroup. It 
becomes a tendency to attribute similar characteristics to self and ingroup and 
different characteristics to the outgroup. There is a positive relation between group 
identification and tendency of group members to favor their ingroup over other groups 
(Brown, 2000). Furthermore, Turner (1999) also argued that despite this positive 
relation, in-group favoritism is also a function of group's status, beliefs and nature of 
group hence group identification is a multifaceted construct (Ashmore, Deaux, & 
McLaughlin-Volpe, 2004). 
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There is consensus among various social psychologists that certain factors 
shape the relations between various groups (Fiske, Xu, Cuddy, & Glick, 1999). One 
such factor is the nature of intergroup relations which varies from benevolent to 
malevolent type of relation. This type of relation results from the objective state of 
affairs in terms of available material and symbolic resources, and also, from the 
subjective interpretation of the situation by perceivers. Another factor is the relative 
standing of the groups in the social structure means whether social group occupies a 
dominant or subordinate position. Further, it was observed that intergroup behavior 
was generally influenced by the context. A contextual shift in categories exerts its 
impact on group immersion and intergroup differentiation phenomenon. Intergroup 
differentiation would be more salient when subjects are highly immersed in the 
relevant social category (Long & Manstead, 1997). 
This research attempts to explore the relationship between different religious 
groups in the Indian context. India represents a good example to offer an intriguing 
context to study intergroup relations. It is known to be one of the most culturally 
diverse societies where people get categorized into different groups on the basis of 
gender, color, religion, language etc. One important bases of social categorization is 
religion. India is home to many religions and cultures in the world. Various religions 
like Hinduism apart from Buddhism, Jainism and Sikhism started in India. With 80% 
of India's population, Hinduism is the most dominant religion in India. Islam is the 
second most dominant religion in the country with 13% Muslim population. Sikhs and 
Christians are also present in the country but with a small percentage. 
Muslims constitute the 2 largest religious group in India and thus the largest 
religious minority. The 2001 census enumerated India's Muslim population at over 
138 million. India's Muslim population is amongst the largest in the world exceeded 
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only by Indonesia's and close to the Muslim population of Pakistan and Bangladesh. 
In 1961, Hindus, constituted 83.5% of India's population followed by Muslims with 
10.7%. Other minorities had much smaller shares-Christians-2.4%, Sikhs-1.8% and 
Buddhists and Jams comprised of less than 1% of the total population. By 2001 the 
share of Hindus had fallen to 80.5% and that of Muslims had risen to 13.4%. This rise 
of 2.7% points between 1961 and 2001 is a consequence of the higher than average 
growth among Muslims. The shares of other minorities have remained nearly the 
same though some small changes arise followed by a fall among Christians and Sikhs 
(Sachar Committee Report, 2006). 
Religion is a category which acts just as a badge of ethnic difference 
(McGarry & O'Leary, 1995; Clayton, 1998) and a kind of ideology that helps in the 
symbolic construction of identity and community (Cohen, 1989). Identification to a 
religious group determines one's place in the political and social structure and this 
affiliation gets internalized into the self concept of its observer. Religious activities 
and rituals help in the organization of society (Durkheim, 1915). In this line religious 
symbols practiced by a specific group of people, community or nations have social 
significance and serve as identity markers. These symbols are often used as a tool to 
create us' versus `them' divide, for instance Catholic structures are needed in order to 
be a full member of the Catholic community. This structure comprised of knowledge 
about religious symbols, rituals, values and norms. Thus ingroup membership to some 
extent depends on certain religious codes or symbols which are not theologically 
informed but are very much rooted in the practice and organization of the faith 
community (Bellah, 1985; David & Karen, pp. 10, as cited by Mitchell, 2005). To 
understand the difference in the interpretation of same symbol by ingroup and 
outgroup is essential to facilitate positive inter-religious non-verbal communication. 
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Informing outgroup about the ingroup perception of religious symbols may serve this 
purpose which might otherwise be perceived as badges denoting "otherness" (Nelson, 
Dickson & Hargie, 2003). As a cultural marker, religion may work as a referent for 
the creation of national identity and distinctiveness and may also help in showing the 
psychological essence of intergroup differentiation and the `us-them' syndrome 
(Walker, 1994). 
Personal and Social Identity 
Identity is a key issue in modem academic discourse. Identity may be defined 
as the distinctive characteristic belonging to any given individual, or shared by all 
members of a particular social category or group. The term comes from the French 
word identite meaning "the same". It is supposed to impose a set of cultural patterns 
upon individuals and society and brings about coherence, integration and co-operation 
in the society. It permits individuals to interpret their experiences and identify their 
preferences and prejudices (Aarebrot, 1982). Identity is a powerful construct which 
guides life's paths and decisions (Kroger, 2007). It motivates people to draw strength 
from their affiliation with social groups and collectives (Brewer & Hewstone, 2004; 
Schildkraut, 2007). Basically the term `identity' deals with people's explicit or 
implicit responses to the question "who are you?" This question may sound fairly 
simple, but in-fact it creates a considerable amount of complexity. In seeking answer 
to this question we situate ourselves in a social space and our identity derives from 
where we are located in that space. Identity may involve self definition of individuals 
(I am the mother of three children, an Indian, a teacher etc.) as well as pairs of 
individuals like small face-to-face interaction to groups and broader social categories 
(we are parents, we are a team, we are Muslims etc.), (Tajfel & Turner, 1986). The 
term identity comprised not only "who you think you are" (individually or 
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collectively), but also `rho you act as being" in interpersonal and intergroup 
interactions (Baumeister, 1986; Butler, 1990; Reicher, 2000). 
Existing literature typically focuses on one 'r more of the three different 
`levels' of identity: individual, relational, and collective (Sedikides & Brewer, 2001). 
Individual or personal identity refers to features of self-definition at the 
individual level. These features may include values, beliefs, and goals (Marcia, 1966; 
Waterman, 1999), religious beliefs (MacDonald, 2000), principles for behavior and 
decision-malting (Atkins, Hart, & Donnelly, 2005; Hardy & Carlo, 2005); self-esteem 
and self-evaluation (Kemis, Lakey, & Heppner, 2008; Sedikides & Gregg, 2008), and 
one's overall "life story" (McAdams, 2006). It refers to what makes us unique as an 
individual and different from others. It consists of moral sensibility, conscience and 
also a desire for achievement, mastery, and competence (Mayer, Greenbaum, Kuenzi, 
& Shteynberg, 2009). 
Relational identity consists of the roles which people are assumed to play 
encircling identity contents such as child, spouse, parents, co-worker, supervisor, 
customer, etc. It also explains how these roles are defined and interpreted by the 
individual who assumes them. According to relational identity processes, many 
approaches believed that identity is defined and located within interpersonal space, 
within families, or in the roles that one plays within a larger system (Bamberg, 2004; 
Chen, Boucher, & Tapias, 2006; Grotevant, Dunbar, Kohler, & Esau, 2000; Manzi, 
Vignoles, Regalia, & Scabini, 2006) e.g., the workplace (Thatcher & Zhu, 2006). 
Collective identity refers to people's identification with the groups and social 
categories to which they belong, the meanings that people attached to these social 
groups and categories, and the feelings, beliefs, and attitudes that result from 
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identifying with these categories (Ashmore, Deaux, & McLaughlin-Volpe, 2004; De 
Fina, 2007; Tajfel & Turner, 1986; Van Zomeren, Postmes, & Spears, 2008). 
Collective identity may be conceptualized through membership in any form of social 
group or category, including ethnicity (Taylor, 1997), nationality (Schildkraut, 2005, 
2007), religion (Cohen, Hall, Koenig, & Meador, 2005), and gender (Bussey & 
Bandura, 1999), as well as smaller, face-to-face groups such as families and work 
groups. It is a person's sense of who they are based on their group membership. It 
refers to the evaluation of group member's self in terms of their membership within a 
group. It is derived from the social group in which people are presently acting 
(Branscombe & Wann, 1994; Breckler & Greenvald, 1986; Crocker & Luhtanen, 
1990; Long, Spears & Manstead, 1994; Luhtanen & Crocker, 1991-1992). 
Personal Identity 
The issue of personal identity and its determents has always been the subject 
of interest for many philosophers. These issues include questions such as what does 
being the person that you are, from one day to the next. These issues and questions 
were resolved through developing different viewpoints about personal identity. 
Personal identity theory is the philosophical argument dealing with important 
questions regarding our own existence, such as who are we, and is there a life after 
death? Erik Erikson (1950) was one of the first psychologists who talked about the 
concept of identity. He basically focused on global self-concept rather than on shared 
meanings and interpersonal connections between self and others. He developed an 
eight-stage, lifespan model of psychosocial development. Erikson explained identity 
as "a subjective sense as well as an observable quality of personal sameness and 
continuity, paired with some belief in the sameness and continuity of some shared 
world image (Erikson, 1970). Erikson (1950) argued that the individual must develop 
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a sense of personal identity during his adolescent period and avoid threats of role 
diffusion and identity confusion. The individual should assess his strengths and 
weaknesses and decide how he wants to solve these issues. In this process of identity 
achievement he should find an answer to some questions like "Who am I?" "What do 
1 want to become?" "Where did I come from?" and how can identity, which is a sense 
of sameness and continuity, be searched of? The outcome of this search depends on 
social feedback from others. 
According to Erikson, identity can be achieved through a process he called 
psychosocial reciprocity, means through interaction with significant others. Further he 
said that this search for personal identity also deals with the construction of personal 
ideology or a philosophy of life which will provide adolescent a frame of reference 
for interpreting life events. This frame of reference will help individual in decision 
making and guiding behavior. Hence, based on the philosophy of life personal identity 
will influence the value orientation of the individual. 
Various theories of personality development (Erikson, 1968; Harter, 1999) 
considered personal identity to play an important role in adolescence and in the 
transition to adulthood. Studies have revealed that personal identity formation comes 
into prominence when adolescents join high school and become curious to explore the 
world (Meeus, van de Schoot, Keijsers, Schwartz, & Branje, 2010). Through this 
exploration they set their future oriented goals so that they can guide their own 
development and negotiate their passage into adulthood (Duriez, Luyckx, Soenens, & 
Berzonsky, 2012; Erikson, 1968; Seginer & Halabi- Kheir, 1998). 
The credit of bringing a psychological versions of identity most often goes to 
Tajfel's (1978) social identity theory (SIT) as a key reference. Following it, Turner 
and his colleagues (Turner et al., 1987) made subsequent developments through 
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developing self-categorization theory which emphasizes more on internal cognitive 
processes. Social identity theory distinguished between personal identity which 
consists of unique characteristics of individual and social identity which comprises of 
an individual's self understanding as a member of social group (Tajfel, 1978; Turner 
& Guile, 1981). Tajfel (1982) suggested that these two identities are closely 
associated dialectically. Personal identities refer to properties of the individual such as 
intelligent or extravert, and group identities refer to the groups with which individuals 
align themselves, such as American, Democrat, or family member. Ashmore, (1990) 
defined personal identity in terms of affective, cognitive, and behavioral ties between 
individual's self and biological or physical factors, interests, abilities, relationships 
with specific other people, social categories, dimensions of affect and personality, and 
styles of behaving. 
Although both personal and group identities are integral aspects of the larger 
self-system, most people draw a sharp distinction between the two. In fact, just as a 
physical barrier (the skin) separates people's bodies from the external world, a 
psychological divide (the self— other barrier) separates their personal identity from the 
identities of others. Personal identity is the combination of objective biosocial 
markers such as age, race, sex and so on and also personal life history of the 
individual (Brewer & Gardner, 1996). According to social identity and self 
categorization theory (Hogg & Abrams, 1988; Tajfel, 1981; Turner, Hogg, Oakes, 
Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987) personal identity defines personality characteristics and 
behavior of an individual such as intelligence, hardworking etc., that differentiates 
him from others. It consists of features that are personal and seemingly more 
individuating. While social identities are derived from group membership which 
provides the basis for common identification. Personal identity is the lowest level of 
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self categorization which categorized self as a distinct and unique entity. A person 
behaves in terms of his own desires and goals rather than in terms of his group 
membership. The salience of personal and social identity at any given time depends 
on the situational factors like normative fit or social comparison which tend to 
supersede personal identity and make social identity operative (Brewer, 1991; Hogg 
& Abrams, 1988). Luhtanen and Crocker (1992) considered personal and social 
identity as two distinct form of self-esteem based on different aspects of self-concept. 
Deaux (1992) tried to relate personal identity with social identity and argued that 
some particular aspects of social identity may be linked to the specific features of 
personal identity creating a unique way of expressing membership in particular group. 
Social Identity 
Humans are social beings. The most important expression of this sociality is 
that we live in social groups. Membership in groups not only shapes what we do but 
also how we do it. Groups are not simply external features of the world that provide a 
setting for our behavior. Instead they shape our psychology through their capacity to 
be internalized and contribute to our sense of self. That is, groups provide us with a 
sense of social identity: "knowledge that [we] belong to certain social groups together 
with some emotional and value significance to [us] of this group membership" 
(Tajfel, 1972, p. 31). Accordingly, when we relate to important social entities in our 
lives— family and friends, work and sports teams, community and religious groups, 
regional and national entities we do not necessarily see their members as "other", 
but instead routinely embrace them as " us". Psychologically, therefore, we relate to 
these various social entities as groups, defined in a broad sense as relational structures 
with which we engage and which help to define who we are. Groups that provide us 
with a sense of place, purpose, and belonging tend to be good for us psychologically. 
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They give us a sense of meaning and make us feel distinctive and also enhance our 
self-esteem and sense of worth. 
The idea that social identity derives from the knowledge of group membership 
has a long history (e.g. Mead, 1934) but its impact on intergroup behavior was 
realized in 1970s when Tajfel & Turner (1986) suggested that by and large people like 
to have a positive self-concept rather than a negative one. And of-course part of our 
self-concept or identity is defined in terms of group affiliation so there will also be a 
preference to view those ingroup in a positive way. Further Tajfel and Turner (1986) 
extended Festinger's social comparison theory to suggest the idea that we assess our 
own group's worth by comparing it to other groups and the result of this intergroup 
comparison is critical in evaluating our self-esteem. 
This theory was basically developed to explain prejudicial attitudes and 
discriminatory behavior toward members of the out-group. In social psychological 
literature social discrimination is frequently operationalized as favoring one's own 
group relative to relevant outgroup. Sherif (1967) reviewed this phenomenon from a 
functional perspective on intergroup behavior. Based on the classic summer-camp 
studies, he argued that quality of intergroup relations is a function of the perceived 
goal interdependence between groups. If there is a positive interdependence (if two 
groups have a common goal and one group can achieve its goal only when outgroup 
also achieves its goals) positive attitude and behavior against outgroups will result. 
Contrary to it, in case of negative interdependence between groups (one group's 
success depends on the loss of the other group's goals), hostility, negative attitudes 
and discrimination against the outgroup results. 
Negative interdependence is likely to produce prejudice in society, which is 
considered as an attitude (usually negative) towards the member of some group solely 
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based on their membership in that group. Prejudice is often associated with a fear that 
outgroup has the capability or intention to inflict negative consequences on the 
ingroup. Sherif (1966) suggested that prejudice emerged out of the conflict between 
two groups that is, when two groups want to achieve the same goal but cannot achieve 
it, hostility is produced between them (negative interdependence). 
Following Sherif, Billing and Tajfel, (1973); Tajfel et al. (1971) also 
concluded on the basis of their minimal group studies that mere categorizing people 
into ingroup and outgroup is sufficient to produce conflict and discrimination. 
According to them negative interdependence is not mandatory for social 
discrimination. It was observed that it is ingroup favoritism, which compels a person 
to evaluate ingroup on positive dimensions and outgroup on negative dimensions, and 
this ingroup favoritism doesn't necessarily require hostility towards outgroups. 
Allport (1954) also studied prejudice in terms of intergroup Iove and outgroup hate. 
He reviewed researches and theories about the motivation for maintaining ingroup 
boundaries, the implications of ingroup boundary protection for intergroup relations, 
conflict and conflict prevention. He predicted that attachment to one's ingroup does 
not necessarily require hostility towards outgroups. 
These findings led Tajfel (TajfeI, 1978; Tajfel & Turner, 1986) to develop the 
tenets of the social identity theory. Henri TaJfel's greatest contribution to psychology 
was the social identity theory (SIT). Being a social psychological theory of intergroup 
relations, . group processes and social self it assumes that individuals derive part of 
their self-concept (social identity) through belonging to social categories. It has its 
origin in the early work of Tajfel on social factors in perception (Tajfel, 1959, 1969a) 
and on cognitive and social belief, aspects of racism, prejudice and discrimination 
(Tajfel, 1969b, 1970) but was developed and fully formulated in collaboration with 
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John Turner and others in the mid to late 1970s at the university of Bristol (Tajfel, 
1974, 1978, 1982; Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Turner, 1982). SIT not only explains social 
causes of intergroup bias but it also explains individual differences i.e. why some 
people are more likely to discriminate than others. The main focus of SIT is on a 
multifaceted and dynamic self that mediates the relationship between social structure 
and individual behavior. Social identity theory postulates that in many social contexts 
people define their sense of self in terms of group membership (i.e. in terms of social 
identity). Social identities are more than a list of the socio-demographic groups that 
can be used to classify individuals (e.g. gender, age, ethnicity, religion). Social 
identities are relative, they differ in the extent to which individuals perceive them as 
psychologically meaningful descriptions of self (i.e. they are more or less central to 
our self-definition), and their function and meaning can change over time. It is self 
evident that every person's identity is multifaceted. In other words, multiple aspects 
of identity can and do co-exist, in the sense that a single individual can identify 
himself simultaneously as a teacher, a skilled football player, a loving father, a 
Muslim and many other things. These different aspects of identity will be more or less 
salient and relevant in different social contexts (Turner & Onorato, 1999). 
According to Tajfel, (1979) the process of categorization i.e. categorizing 
people into groups and categories is based on a normal cognitive process: the 
tendency to group things together. In this process people tend to exaggerate- 
1) The difference between groups, 
2) The similarities of things in the same group 
The group to which one belongs (the in-group) is perceived as being different 
from the others (the out-group), and members of the same group as being more 
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similar than they are. This categorization is one explanation for prejudiced attitude 
(i.e., "them" and "us" mentality) that produces ingroup and outgroups. According to 
Tajfel (1979) the mere distinction of social world in "us" and "them" category is 
sufficient to initiate ingroup favoritism and outgroup bias. However within minutes of 
this division people begin to perceive their own group as superior to other groups. 
Ellemers, Spears, and Doosje, (2002) argued that it is the degree of 
commitment to a particular group or category that determines how group 
characteristics, norms or outcomes will influence the perceptual, affective and 
behavioral reactions of individuals identified with that group. However, personal self 
refers only to a unitary and continuous knowledge of who one is (Baumeister, 1998). 
It is less concerned about the social self which can be as varied as the group to which 
an individual belongs. 
In further studies, Tajfel et al. (1971) used SIT as an explanation for 
intergroup discrimination. This theory assumes explicitly that "individuals strive to 
maintain or enhance their self-esteem (Tajfel & Turner, 1979) and it also contains an 
implicit "self-esteem hypotheses" involving two type of consequences (1). That 
successful intergroup discrimination will enhance social identity and 2). That low or 
threatened self-esteem will promote intergroup discrimination because of the need for 
positive self-esteem (Abrams & Hogg, 1988; Turner & Onorato, 1999). 
Tajfel and Turner (1979) proposed three mental processes involved in 
evaluating others as "us" or "them". These take place in a particular order: 
Social categorization -} 	Social Identification -+ Social Comparison 
First process is social categorization. SIT begins with the assumption that 
individual automatically sort themselves into categories. The basic tenet of SIT is that 
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social category (e.g. nationality, political affiliation, religion, sport team) to which one 
belongs, provides a definition of who one is in terms of defining characteristics of the 
category- a self definition that is a part of the self-concept. This is a natural cognitive 
process that helps us to function smoothly in the social environment and help us to 
describe and understand people. We categorize objects in order to understand the 
social environment. We use social categories like Black, White, American, Indian, 
Hindu, Muslim, Student etc. When an individual belongs to a social category, he 
tends to define himself as the interchangeable representative of that shared social 
category membership. Each of these memberships is represented in the individual 
member's mind as a social identity that both describes and prescribes one's attributes 
as a member of that group- i.e., what one should think and feel and how one should - 
behave. 
Second stage is social identification in which people adopt the identity of the 
group to which they belong. Tajfel (1979) theorized that the groups (e.g. social class, 
family) to which people belonged to, were an important source of pride and self-
esteem. Groups provide us a sense of social identity: a sense of belonging to the social 
world. This belongingness has an emotional significance for the members of ingroup. 
Social identities are not only descriptive and prescriptive they are also evaluative. It 
means that they provide an evaluation of a social category and its members in contrast 
to other relevant social categories. This self-evaluation motivates group members to 
adopt behavioral strategies for maintaining in-group/out-group comparisons that favor 
the ingroup, and thus of course the self. 
Once we have categorized ourselves as part of a group and identified with that 
group the final stage emerges i.e. social comparison. In this stage people tend to 
compare their in-group with the out-group. It is assumed that people have a basic need 
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to see themselves in a positive light in relation to relevant others. In order to enhance 
this self-image, people tend to raise the status of their group. This self-enhancement 
may be achieved through comparing the ingroup with relevant outgroups in ways that 
favor the ingroup e.g., comparisons can be made on stereotypical dimensions that 
favor the ingroup rather than on those which are less favorable to the ingroup. It may 
also be achieved by adopting certain markers that give them a sense of being distinct 
from others. Therefore people divide the world into `has" (ingroup) and "them" 
(outgroup) through a process of social categorization. 
Social identity theory mainly emphasizes the relationship between people's 
efforts for maintaining self-esteem via evaluative positive social identity and how 
people think about the nature of the intergroup relations (Tajfel &Turner, 1979, 1986; 
Hogg & Abrams, 1988). Now the question arises why people strive to identify 
themselves in groups. The social identity perspective suggests two main reasons: 
(1) Subjective uncertainty reduction (Hogg in press-b; Hogg & Abrams, 1993; 
Hogg & Mullin, 1999) and, 
(2) Enhancement of self-esteem (Abrams & Hogg, 1988; Long & Spears, 
1997; Rubin & Hewstone, 1998; Turner, 1982). 
One of the basic tenets of social identity theory is the enhancement of self 
esteem. Social identification process is motivated by self enhancement (Turner, 1982) 
and uncertainty reduction (Hogg, 2000; Hogg & Mullin, 1999). According to social 
identity theory (Tajfel, 1978) the desire for certainty and positive self-evaluation are 
key motivators to generate a tendency in group members to exaggerate the similarities 
among its members (ingroup) and to exaggerate its differences from other groups 
(outgroups) (Abrams & Hogg, 1990; Hogg & Grieve, 1999). These two motives have 
an interactive effect on ingroup identification. Uncertainty reduction is an epistemic 
motive which strives for meaning, knowledge and understanding of self and social 
world (Hogg, 2000) whereas self-enhancement motive strives to maintain and 
enhance the positivity, or reduce the negativity, of the self (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). It 
has been argued that situations which affect uncertainty also have its impact on self-
evaluation and vice-versa. For example-threatening situations negatively influence 
self-esteem, which eventually leads to uncertainty about one's, self esteem. This 
uncertainty forces people to evaluate oneself less positively (Baumgardner, 1990; 
Campbell, 1990). 
According to Tajfel (1979) people prefer a positive rather than a negative self-
image and this preference strengthens their social identification. Generally, groups 
strive to maintain a positive and distinctive social identity (Reid & Hogg, 2005). 
Studies on Intergroup relations also revealed that human beings have a primary need 
for positive self-esteem (Turner, 1982; Turner, Brown, & Tajfel, 1979) and people 
compete with one another to attain positive social identity and strive to protect it and 
increase it through positive distinctiveness (Turner, 1975). This need for positive self-
esteem is called self-enhancement motive. This motive stimulates social identification 
and group behavior which fulfills the need for self esteem (Abrams & Hogg, 1988). 
The process of categorizing people into ingroup and outgroup is enough to 
lead ingroup favoritism and outgroup discrimination and this discrimination is 
functional for a positive social identity. Tajfel (1982) and Turner et al. (1987) stated 
that ingroup favoritism and outgroup discrimination is an implicit, pervasive and 
easily triggered task. Tajfel and Turner, (1979, 1986) argued that feeling of 
discrimination is fueled by this basic human motivation to maintain a positive and 
distinct social identity. Often this motive gives rise to discrimination because favoring 
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ingroup in various ways increases the distinctiveness and apparent value of the 
ingroup, leading to positive social identity. In testing this discrimination phenomenon, 
Sachdev and Bourhis (1985, 1987, 1991) found that relative status of the group has an 
important role in allocating points to members of experimental ingroup and outgroup. 
They reported that members of high status group exhibited ingroup favoritism 
whereas members of groups low in status and power showed outgroup favoritism. 
Subsequently, Reichl (1997) investigated that low status experimental groups 
displayed ingroup favoritism in status-unrelated domains while outgroup favoritism in 
status-related domains. There is mixed evidence that positive differentiation can 
enhance group esteem (Hogg & Abrams, 1988; Long & Spears, 1997; Rubin & 
Hewstone, 1998). According to Long and Spears (1997) individual with high personal 
self-esteem are likely to exhibit more ingroup bias than those low in personal self-
esteem. An important principle of SIT is that people seek to maintain their group 
distinctiveness (Tajfel, 1978; Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Brewer, 1991). High identifiers 
are more likely to display this motive of maintaining group .distinctiveness compared 
to low identifiers (Jetten, Spears, & Manstead, 1999). Any threat to this 
distinctiveness might produce affective, perceptual and behavioral reactions among 
highly committed group members. For example in the affective terms distinctiveness 
threat might induce conflict between the ingroup and outgroup and the motivation to 
restore this distinctiveness (Spears, Jetten, & Scheepers, 2001b). In behavioral terms 
this threat induces the desire to differentiate the ingroup from outgroup (Jetten, 
Spears, & Manstead, 1999). It may even lead to instances of hatred and disgust 
towards the outgroup as a result of the motivation to sharpen group boundaries 
(Keltner & Haidt, 1999). 
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Further, Hogg and colleagues argued that uncertainty reduction is the chief 
motivator of self-categorization and ingroup identification (Hogg, 2000; Hogg, 2001; 
Hogg & Abrams, 1993; Hogg & Mullin, 1999). Self-categorization plays a crucial 
role in the reduction of uncertainty because self is ruled by prototype that categorizes 
who one is, how one should act and what one should expect from others (Grieve & 
Hogg, 1999). Reid and Hogg (2005) predicted that low-uncertainty participants 
identified more strongly with a high status group while high uncertainty participants 
exhibited no such preference whereas low status group members identified more 
strongly under high uncertainty but high status group members does not have such 
preference. Under high uncertainty condition, people desire to identify with groups 
that are meaningful and salient to reduce this uncertainty. Under this condition 
valence of the group becomes less important. On the contrary, under low uncertainty 
condition, more relevance is given to group valence and evaluation of the self-image 
without any regard to the uncertainty. Under these conditions people maintain self 
enhancement through positive distinctiveness which will enhance identification. It is 
also suggested that self-categorization focuses on the self in relation to other people 
and in-turn recommends the perception, attitude, feelings and behavior of an 
individual. If there is any uncertainty, it will motivate people to self categorize and to 
enhance and preserve their distinctiveness and entitativity (Hamilton & Sherman, 
1996; Hamilton, Sherman, & Lickel, 1998). 
Aspects of the Social Identity Theory 
The Interpersonal-Intergroup Continuum 
According to the social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1986) our perception 
of ourself at any given moment depends on where we are on the personal versus 
social identity continuum. This theory proposed that social behavior would vary along 
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a continuum between interpersonal behavior and intergroup behavior. At the personal 
end we think of our self primarily as a unique individual while at social end we define 
our self in terms of member of a specific social group. This momentary salience of 
our identity may influence the ways in which we perceive and respond to others. 
Personal identity basically emphasizes on these self-descriptions that differentiate 
ourself from others. This type of self-description can be thought of as an intra group 
comparison involving comparing with other individuals who share our group 
membership (Oakes, Haslam & Turner, 1994). On the other hand social identity 
emphasizes what we share with other group members and how we are different from 
them. According to Tajfel (1979, 1981) in realistic social situations, it is difficult to 
find purely interpersonal and intergroup behavior. Rather behavior is expected to be 
determined by a compromise between the two extremes. Newman and Newman 
(1975) have identified that there is a reciprocal relationship between group 
identification and individual because in the process of identity formation individual 
joins the self to the society and society to the self (Deaux, 2001; Dakar, 1979). So, 
both personal and social identity can best be defined in the context of inter-group 
relations. 
Distinctiveness 
Research has focused on the assumption that distinctiveness is significant for 
identity because of its social value as a means of self-enhancement through social 
comparison, as a fundamental human need, and as a basic property of self-definition. 
Brewer (1991) and Codol (1981) discussed that the foremost human motivation is to 
see oneself as distinctive, which derives from the importance of distinctiveness for 
meaningful self-definition. People generally strive to see themselves as different in 
some way from others (Vignoles, Chryssochoou, & Breakwell, 2000; Vignoles, 
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2009). Tajfel and Turner (1979, 1986) argued that people have a basic motive to 
achieve and maintain a positive and distinct social identity. This theory argued that 
distinctiveness is highly valued by group members and they will strive to protect it. In 
order to achieve a sense of positive self esteem, the ingroup must be viewed as being 
distinct from other groups (Micki & Ellemers, 1996). Lay and Verkuyten (1999) 
explained how ethnic identity is related to personal self esteem by comparing 
Canadian born and foreign -born Chinese adolescents. They found out that the foreign 
born adolescents were more likely to identify themselves as Chinese (rather than 
Chinese Canadian). The differences between the groups supported a contextual focus 
for relating social identity with personal identity. 
Self-Categorization Theory 
An important theoretical development of SIT is the self categorization theory 
(SCT) (Turner, 1985; Turner et al., 1987). Although distinct from SIT in some 
respects, it is closely related to the same theoretical and meta-theoretical enterprise as 
SIT (Hogg & McGarty, 1990). SCT (Turner et al., 1987) focuses on cognitive aspect 
of identity construction rather than the motivational aspect. The first step in the 
process is identical to SIT: individuals automatically sort themselves into categories 
and thus automatically creates an `us' and `them'. The foremost attraction of 
intergroup relations is the group to which people belong and evaluate themselves in 
terms of those groups. Group identification is a significant aspect which influences a 
person's willingness to use a social category for self description. Tajfel's social—
categorization theory (Tajfel, 1974) explained the processes through which people 
perceive the social world as structured into specific categories. People try to define 
their position and themselves as distinct members in the society through this 
categorization. But in today's world, it is difficult to find a homogeneous society that 
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offers only one basis of social categorization to its members. Even supposedly 
homogeneous groups are divided along various social, economic, and political 
categories. As people get categorized into different groups on the basis of gender, 
color, religion, Ianguage etc. they develop a strong sense of belongingness with that 
group. The group to which one belongs not only is instrumental in the development of 
self-concept but it also influences the perception of others in making inter-group 
comparisons. 
The second step involves the adoption of norms, beliefs, values, attitudes and 
behaviors associated with the ingroup because they are part of a readily accessible 
schema (an individual categorize himself as Indian and this makes elements of the 
`Indian' schema readily accessible). In line with the contribution of SIT, SCT posits 
that self-conception occurs on multiple levels of inclusiveness. It means that people 
may categorize the selves as a singular "I" or as a more inclusive "we". Generally 
people tend to categorize on three levels of abstraction. The Iowest level of 
abstraction is defined as `personal self where the perceiver self categorizes as "I". A 
higher level is defined as `social self, where the perceiver self categorizes as "we" in 
comparison to a salient outgroup (them). The highest level of abstraction is defined as 
"we human", where the salient outgroup would be perhaps animal or other non-
humans. But these are not the only self-categories that human use, instead according 
to SCT there are innumerable self categories that a perceiver may use. In other words 
there are a myriad of different personal and social identities that a perceiver may 
invoke in his day-to-day Iife. 
SCT discussed the operation of the categorization process as the cognitive 
process of group behavior. The process of categorization accentuates both perceived 
similarities between stimuli, belonging to same categories and perceived differences 
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between stimuli belonging to different categories. When an individual belongs to a 
social category, he tends to define himself as the interchangeable representative of 
that shared social category membership e.g., when an individual tends to categorize 
himself as a male in contrast to a female, it will accentuate perceptually all his 
similarities to other males and reduce his distinct personal differences from other 
men. And it will also enhance his idiosyncratic personal differences from females 
(Hogg & Turner, 1987). As the above example shows that males and females defined 
themselves more strongly as typical member of their own group and stereotypically 
idiosyncrise themselves as male or females more under intergroup than intra-group 
comparisons. It suggests that social identity is more salient under intergroup context 
and personal identity in infra group context. 
The key point in the self-categorization theory is that people act collectively 
only to the extent to which they identify themselves in terms of shared social identity. 
Self-categorization theory (Turner, 1975; Turner et al., 1987) proposed the concept of 
prototypical position in a group and the shared views of group members about the 
group as a whole. The term prototypicality refers to the degree to which group 
members represent their ingroup and match the prescriptive and descriptive norms 
and values of the group. It describes the status of the group members, which 
continuously maximizes perceived ingroup similarity and intergroup differences. The 
more similar a person to the ingroup, the more he/she differs from outgroup. It 
increases the prototypicality of the group members. 
Another variable that is studied in this context is the differences in the 
perception of group members towards the centrality within the group, whether they 
consider themselves a prototypical or a peripheral group member (Hogg & Hardie, 
1991; Jetten, Branscombe, Spears, & Mackimmie, 2003). The context in which the 
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categories are defined, affect the prototypicality of members. As the context varies, 
the prototypicality of group members also varies. Categories are not defined by a 
fixed prototype or a fixed set of exemplars; but it varies as a function of context 
(Barsalou, 1987). Self-categories define individuals in social context in terms of 
social relationships of similarities and differences to others. The relationship of the 
perceiver to the social context gives meaning and forms to the self-category and he 
acquires identity in that context. It was also predicted that expectations of anticipatory 
changes in one's position within the valued group influence the degree of collective 
self-esteem. If someone is insecure about his position and has low expectations that 
his peripheral position will turn into prototypical position in the future, it will lower 
his collective self-esteem. These findings have supported the notion of social identity 
theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). This feeling of insecurity motivates group members to 
favour their ingroup, to be more loyal to the other members, so that they can change 
their position in the future and become more prototypical. 
Jetten, Spears, and Manstead (1997); Noel, Wann, and Branscombe (1995) 
suggested that this difference in the perception of group members is also related to the 
difference in identity insecurity. It serves as the predictor of the intergroup 
discrimination. It was reported that both peripheral and prototypical members differed 
in the ways they process information about their ingroup and in their feelings about 
their group. The mere expectation of shifting positions within the group in the future 
(becoming more or less prototypical or remaining at the same position) can affect 
their personal and collective self esteem (Jetten, Branscombe, & Spears, 2002). They 
predicted an expected boost in the collective self esteem of group member as a result 
of their anticipation of becoming more prototypical over time than when they 
anticipate becoming more peripheral. Because expectation of becoming a more 
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peripheral member in the future might convey them that they can not rely on this 
group in the future, it should become less central to their self-esteem. 
Threat in Inter-Group Context 
It is clear from the above literature that the world is not only categorized on 
various bases like religion, nationality, political ideology, race, ethnicity, sex, social 
class and many more such divisions, but these social categories also shape our 
identities. All of these groups have their defined values, norms and boundaries to 
guide the behavior of its members. According to Crocker and Luhtanen (1990), group 
boosts our self-esteem and help in searching the meaning in life. They increase our 
sense of distinctiveness from others (Turner et al., 1987), provide a sense of certainty 
in the social world. Since groups are crucial to the sustenance of our life, we fear their 
destruction as much as we fear our own life. As a result we favor our own group and 
express hostility towards other groups, especially in dangerous or threatening 
situations (Branscombe, Ellemers, Spears, & Doosje, 1999; Tajfel & Turner, 1986). 
The term threat refers to any thought, feeling, action or experience, which 
challenges the individual's personal or social identity (Breakwell, 1983). It means the 
anticipated harm or negative effect to the value of group identity. Generally threat is a 
situation in which one group has the potential or intention, to cause negative 
consequences to another group (Davis, 2000). Threat perception is a state of mind 
defined by fear of other or others who are believed to be, or are predisposed in 
undermining one's core values such as physical survival and quality of life (Sezer, 
1992). Researchers considered threat perception as one of the important determinant 
of hostile intergroup attitude (Riek, Mania, & Gaertner, 2006). According to Fiske 
and Ruscher, (1993), subjective perception of threat influences the cognitive 
evaluation of individual in terms of the ways in which outgroup might harm ingroup. 
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Generally threats can be divided into two categories: 1) Individual threats and 2) 
Group threat (Mackuen, Erikson, & Stimson, 1992). 
Individual Threat 
Individual threat occurs when an individual feels that there is a threat to 
specific individuals, such as the individual himself and the persons close to him. 
Individual threats 'can be in the form of a) physical security, b) personal wealth & 
income and c) personal values and beliefs. For instance the fear that economic 
competition will lead to loss of one's job or a decline in the job's prestige (Banton, 
1983; Bonacich, 1972; Olzak, 1992; Ridgeway, 1997). 
Group Threat 
Group threat occurs when someone feels that a group to which one belongs is 
being threatened, even if the individual himself or those closes to him will not be 
harmed. For instance, the fear that economic competition will lead to a decline in the 
dominant group's status (Blalock, 1957; Goldin, 2002; Kimmel, 2004). This threat is 
the fear that an ingroup member's behavior might reinforce a negative stereotype of 
one's group. These threats may be in the form of a) military threat b) economic threat 
and c) cultural threat. 
Individual and group threats differ only on theoretical ground. In some 
situations a collective threat may also take the form of personal threat. For example-
An American worker in the textile industry may view the rise of China as a collective 
economic threat against the United States and a personal income threat against 
himself. The fundamental idea behind all the threat (whether individual or group) is 
that, when threatened people will express negative feelings towards those perceived to 
be posing the threat. 
Besides individual and group threats, there are other threats, like stereotype 
threat and distinctiveness threat. 
Stereotype Threat 
Stereotype threat is defined as the predicament felt by people in situations 
where they could conform to negative stereotypes associated with their own group 
membership (Steele, 1997). The result of this threat is that individuals may 
underperform on a task associated with the threatened domain. Steele (1997), and 
Crocker, Major, and Steele (1998) also interpreted stereotype threat as simultaneously 
triggered. The situation or context, in which this stereotype threat is stimulated, may 
be an important predictor of this stimulation. When a group is stimulated as a 
stigmatized group, it means that it possesses certain characteristics, which are salient 
to this stigma, and members of this stigmatized group are expected to have these 
characteristics. Even if they do not possess these particular characteristics, their 
membership in this stigmatized group confirms the possibility of this possession. In-
turn this stereotype threat can lead to confirmation of the bad reputation about their 
group (Aronson et al., I999; Croizet & Claire, 1998; Steele & Aronson, 1995). When 
these people believed that they would be interpreted in terms of their stigma, they 
become victims of their stereotype threat (Steele, 1997). One way to deal with this 
situation, is to disidentify oneself from this stigmatized domain and ultimately to 
maintain the integrity of self identity (Major, 1995; Major, Spencer, Schmader, Wolfe 
& Crocker, 1998; Steele, 1997). 
Distinctiveness Threat 
Social identity theory (Tajfel &Turner, 1979) includes two additional threats 
namely `group esteem threat' and `distinctiveness threat'. When the image of the 
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ingroup is threatened or negatively evaluated by an outgroup, group esteem threat are 
likely to occur. On the other hand distinctiveness threats occur in situations of 
intergroup similarity. This intergroup similarity increases intergroup bias and 
influences intergroup behavior especially for high identifiers (Jetten, Spears, & 
Manstead, 2001; Jetten, Spears, & Postmes, 2004). The term distinctiveness refers to 
a feeling of uniqueness or distinct identity in comparisons to others. It refers to the 
motive of maintaining a sense of differentiation from others. This need of 
differentiation is a continuous force in our society because feeling of extreme 
similarity to others is likely to evoke threat to one's identity. So people are more 
Iikely to behave in a manner that will help them to restore a sense of distinctiveness. 
The social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1986) postulates that individuals are more 
likely to identify with a valuable distinct group and threats to this distinctiveness are 
not desirable. Branscombe, Schmitt, and Harvey (1999), suggested that intergroup 
comparisons with a highly similar outgroup pose a threat to group's uniqueness and 
distinctiveness. If groups are highly similar to each other, higher level of intergroup 
bias will result because this similarity may cause more competitive intergroup 
comparison. Seemingly identification with the ingroup moderates the relationship 
between distinctiveness and intergroup bias. 
The stronger the identification with the ingroup, the stronger would be the 
reactions to distinctiveness threat. High identifiers showed higher intergroup bias in 
the context of low intergroup distinctiveness in contrast to low identifiers (Jetten, 
Spears, & Manstead, 2001). Because high identifiers consider their ingroup as an 
important part of their identity and in-turn are highly motivated to react to low 
distinctiveness. They are more likely to enhance their uniqueness. Recently a meta-
analyses was done in which it was found that distinctiveness threat is more likely to 
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influence behavioral reactions rather than intergroup judgments (Jetten, Spears, & 
Postmes, 2004). 
Considerable amount of research has revealed that perception of threat to 
one's personal and social identity leads to severe psychological consequences 
(Higgins, 1987; EIlemers, Spears, & Doosje, 2002). Social identity theory 
conceptualized that group members attempt to protect the value of the group when it 
is threatened (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). It was also noticeable that low and high 
identifiers also differ in their response to threat. Generally, high identifiers attempt to 
protect the integrity of the group in the threat condition in comparison to the low 
identifiers (Branscombe et al., 1993). When identity threat is high, conformity 
concerns would be more salient than the motivation to show loyalty to the group. But 
under low threat condition these concerns would be less important in determining the 
behavior of high identifiers. 
Studies have reported that the difference between high and low identifiers may 
be incorporated in more or less same manner as the difference between collectivism 
and individualism. For example-research has shown that in intergroup threat 
condition, low identifiers are more likely to dissociate themselves from their group 
and act in individualistic manner (e.g. Branscombe, Wann, Noel, & Coleman, 1993; 
Doosje & Ellemers, 1997; Doosje, Ellemers, & Spears, 1995; Jetten, Spears, Hogg, & 
Manstead, 2000; Postmes, Branscombe, Spears, & Young, 1999; Roccas & Schwartz, 
1993; Spears, Doosje & Ellemers, 1997; Wann & Branscombe, 1990). 
Exploring the dynamics between the individual self (self-representation 
independent of group membership) and the collective self (self-representation derived 
from group membership), studies have found that relative to the participants whose 
collective self was threatened, participants whose individual self was threatened (a) 
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considered the threat more severe, (b) experienced a more negative mood (c) reported 
more anger and (d) derogated to a greater extent the source of threat (Gaertner et al., 
1999). It was argued that the perceptions that other individuals are better off than 
oneself along some valuable attributes may threaten one's personal self esteem. On 
the other hand, collective self-esteem is threatened, when one perceives that 
outgroups is more valuable than the ingroup. Arndt et al. (1999) discussed the effects 
of a self-esteem boost and morality salience on responses to boost relevant and 
irrelevant worldview threats. It was concluded that when a target threatens a 
dimension on which self-esteem boost is predicted, such a boost will not deter 
derogation following mortality salience. 
Considerable research findings revealed that threatening situations increase 
intergroup discrimination. Experiences of failure or insult may threaten a person's 
self-concept. This threat enhances the devaluation of outgroup (Wills, 1981; Wylie, 
1971). Wills (1981), suggested that this devaluation may make outgroup worse-off 
than the self as a comparison target and it will enhance one's own superiority to 
outgroup and in-turn will improve one's self esteem. This ingroup superiority may 
justify the devaluation against outgroup. It is more applicable under some kind of 
competition or threat situation (Crocker et al., 1987). It is suggested that possessions 
of stigmatized attributes may make the possessor the target of prejudice and 
discrimination. This discrimination might deprive the stigmatized person to obtain 
resources such as employment; housing and this discrimination may threaten the 
social identity of a person (Tyler & Lind, 1992). This will threaten the personal and 
collective self-esteem of the individual. This knowledge that others devalue the social 
identity of a person, threatens both personal and collective self-esteem of a person. In 
such a situation there is a possibility that ingroup members begin to perceive their 
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group less valuable in comparison to outgroups and start evaluating their collective 
self esteem as less valuable. If one's collective self-esteem, that is an important part of 
his self gets devalued, then one's personal self esteem may also be threatened 
(Crocker & Major, 1989; Jones et al., 1984; Luthanen & Crocker, 1992). 
According to Neuberg and Cottrell, (2002) different kind of threats is likely to 
evoke different emotional reactions. For example- threats to ingroup's economic 
security (e.g. immigrant groups "stealing" jobs) are predicted to lead to anger and 
fear, which in-turn are expected to promote an aggressive response to maintain 
economic security. On the other hand threats to the image of the ingroup's 
competence (e.g. perception of Asians being intellectually superior to Whites) are 
expected to result in envy and anger followed by behavior that diminishes outgroup's 
accomplishments or bolsters the ingroup's abilities. It permits clear and specific 
predictions related to different types of intergroup threat. 
Theories of Threat Perception 
Realistic Group Conflict Theory 
One of the earliest theories of inter group is the Realistic Group Conflict 
Theory (RCT) (Sherif, 1966). According to the realistic group conflict theory threat is 
a function of power asymmetry between groups. The theory postulates that when two 
groups compete with each other over some scarce resource, the eventual potential 
success of one group results in negative ougroup attitude and threatens the well being 
of the other group (Sherif & Sherif, 1969). They argued that if the goals of the 
different groups were complimentary, intergroup relations would be positive. But if 
these goals are conflicting in nature, it will worsen the relations between the two 
groups. The potential success of one group will pose a threat to the other group. This 
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resulting threat may enhance intergroup hostility. It might maximize the 
ingroup/outgroup differentiation and increases the ingroup solidarity. According to 
Bobo (1983), mere perception of threat may form the grounds for negative attitude to 
develop against outgroup. Power asymmetries trigger perception of threat and 
intergroup conflict, as power is considered to be the best predictor of threat (Waltz, 
1986). 
To test this theory, Sherif et al. (1961), conducted a study and found out that 
when one's group success threatens the success of other group it results in .conflict 
which increases the intergroup hostility to the extent that in some cases it led to 
physical violence. The conflict between the groups got resolved only when some 
common goals were identified that demanded intergroup cooperation. Bobo (1983) 
proposed that to create intergroup conflict, direct threat to the self is not necessary. If 
the well-being of the group as a whole is threatened without any direct impact to the 
self-interest, members perceive intergroup conflict. Based on the national survey data 
in 12 countries Quillian (1995) found that under poor economic conditions, if the size 
of a racial minority or immigrant group was large in relation to the majority groups, 
bias towards these groups was also high. It may be presumed that the economic 
adversities were attributed to these outgroup, and the wellbeing of ingroup members 
may get threatened by these outgroups members. 
Symbolic Racism Theory 
The Symbolic Racism Theory argued that competition or conflicting goals do 
not cause racism. But it is the conflict over values and beliefs between the groups, 
which give way to racism (Kinder & Sears, 1981; McConahay, 1982). This theory 
replaced the traditional perception of racism that considered Blacks as biologically 
inferior to Whites. This theory suggested that racism was due to Blacks violating 
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values and beliefs that were salient to Whites which in-turn led to threat perception 
(Sears, 1988). This threat perception enhances intergroup bias. Research indicated 
that majority of Whites perceived Blacks as violating their values and beliefs which 
results in more negative evaluations of Blacks. On the other hand, the rate of these 
negative evaluations diminishes if Whites perceived Blacks as supporting their beliefs 
and values (Biernat, Vescio, & Theno, 1996). Greater the gap between ingroup and 
outgroup values, the more will be the negative outgroup attitudes (Dunbar, Saiz, Stela 
& Saez, 2000). 
Literature has shown that both theories, realistic conflict and symbolic racism, 
of intergroup relations were in direct conflict with one another (Bobo, 1983; Kinder & 
Sears, 1981; Sniderman & Tedlock, 1986). But more recently, researchers have begun 
to think of these two conceptions of threat as complimentary rather than as mutually 
exclusive. 
Attribution Theory 
The Attribution theory (Weiner, 1985) provides an overview of how nature of 
attribution in threatening situations has implications for intergroup relations. It was 
investigated that internal attribution to threatening situation leads to more negative 
consequences. When personal identity is threatened in interpersonal comparison and 
causes of this threat are attributed internally to the self rather than external attribution, 
more negative consequences are experienced (Weiner, 1985; Weiner, Russell, & 
Lerman, 1979; Trafimow, Bromgard, Finlay, & Ketelaar, 2005). From the perspective 
of attribution theory, high identifiers are more likely to use defensive measures to 
confront threatening intergroup context. They are less likely to accept a negative 
interpretation of their group behavior. This negative interpretation poses a threat to 
their sense of identity and they are more likely to restrain themselves from 
43 
experiencing the negative after-effects of this threatening situation (Doosje, 
Branscombe, Spears, & Manstead, 1998). They are more likely to make an outgroup-
internal attribution of threat rather than ingroup-internal attribution in comparison to 
the Iow identifiers. This outgroup-intemal attribution of intergroup threat, make high 
identifiers more prone to interpret outgroup negatively. This finding supports the 
prediction of self-categorization theory which postulates that high identifiers are more 
likely to categorize themselves at the group level rather than at the individual level. 
As a result, high identifiers are more likely to perceive ingroup favorably and 
outgroup unfavorably in comparison to low identifiers (Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, 
& Wetherell, 1987). Hence, it can be said that group member's intergroup attribution 
moderates the relationship between level of group identification and negative 
affective response to social identity threat. 
Integrated Threat Theory 
The integrated threat theory (Stephan & Stephan, 1996, 2000) focuses on the 
conditions that Iead to perceptions of threat, which in turn has an impact on attitudes 
and behavior (Wagner et al., 2008). In numerous research on ITT, it was found that 
intergroup threat is a good predictor of attitudes towards immigrants, towards racial 
outgroup, gender attitudes, and towards patients of AIDS and cancer (e.g. Stephan, 
Ybarra, & Bachman, 1999; Stephan, Ybarra, Martinez, Schwarzwald, & Tur-Kaspa, 
1998). In addition fear and perception of threat are also found important predictors of 
negative attitude towards outgroup (Coser, 1956; LeVine & Campbell, 1972). 
These antecedents have led Stephan and Stephan (1996, 2000) to identify four 
types of threats. These include: 
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• Realistic threat 
• Symbolic threat 
• Intergroup anxiety 
• Negative stereotypes 
Realistic Threat 
Realistic threat is the first dimension of integrated threat theory, which refers 
to the threats related to political power and economic welfare. Realistic threats are the 
fear to the very existence of the ingroup. These types of threats were initially 
conceptualized in realistic group conflict theory stating that realistic threat includes 
any perceived or imagined harm to the welfare of the group or its members (Ashmore 
& Del Boca, 1976; Bobo, 1988; Coser, 1956; LeVine & CampbeIl, 1972; Sherif, 
1966). It emphasized on the perceived realistic threat implying that mere perception 
of threat can direct the prejudicial attitude towards outgroup, regardless of whether 
the threat is real or not. Sherif (1966) proposed that these threats are also likely to 
pose risk to the existence of physical well-being of the outgroup as it may result in 
violence and attacks on the outgroup. According to Kendall (1998), these types of 
threats result from the perceptions held by the in-group that the out-group "poses a 
risk to their safety, economy, politics, health or well-being". Initially, realistic threat 
was considered as a struggle for power and resources (Bobo, 1988; LeVine & 
Campbell, 1972; Sherif, 1966). But recent definitions conceptualized the importance 
of both actual and perceived threats in the enhancement of intergroup attitude. 
Stephan et al. (2002) were of the view that realistic threats involve not only concern 
about the scarcity of material resources but also involve concerns for the ingroup's 
position and well-being and both high and low-status group members can perceive 
one another as sources of realistic threat. 
Symbolic Threat 
Symbolic threat has its origin in social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). 
Generally symbolic threat refers to different aspects of society's common ideological 
and psychological choices. These threats are related to Symbolic Racism, Social 
Dominance and also Modem Racism (Esses, Haddock, & Zanna, 1993; Sidanius, 
Devereux, & Pratto, 1992). Stemming from these theories, symbolic threats are based 
on the beliefs that ingroup's morals and values are superior in comparison to others. 
Symbolic threats encompass perceived group differences in beliefs, values, standards, 
morals and attitudes. Thus physical resources are not the only cause to create threat or 
tensions between groups. Threats may also be triggered from conflict in values and 
beliefs in the absence of any conflict over material resources. For example in 
American society Whites who believe that Blacks do not support their values and 
beliefs evaluate Blacks more negatively than Whites who do not face such value 
threat (Biemat, Vescio, & Theno, 1996). Symbolic threats threaten the worldview of 
the ingroup. These threats occur because the ingroup consider its value system 
morally correct. 
Intergroup threat theory defined the concept of symbolic threats in broader 
terms than earlier approaches because it includes threats posed by outgroup to any of 
the fundamental values held by the ingroup. These threats are likely to affect the way, 
in which the group values, and interprets the world. For example ingroup evaluates 
outgroup more negatively when it believes that outgroup does not support their 
values. Findings of various studies revealed that symbolic threats proved to be a 
determinant of exclusionist attitudes towards minorities (Stephan, Ybarra, Martinez, 
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Schwarzwald, & Tur-Kaspa, 1998). Findings of a good deal of researches revealed 
that perceived threat to the ingroup values by immigrants and minorities resulted in 
more negative attitudes towards outgroup (e.g. Esses, Hodson, Sc Dovidio, 2003; 
Sniderman & Hagendoom, 2007). 
Intergroup Anxiety 
The term intergroup anxiety signifies a feeling of uneasiness and awkwardness 
in the presence of outgroup members. Blair, Park and Bachelor, (2003), conceptualize 
it in terms of the anxiety that people experience while interacting with outgroup 
members. This increased feeling of anxiety is caused by a previous negative history 
which raises concern about being negatively evaluated by the outgroups. These 
negative evaluations might include disapproval, embarrassment, and rejection 
(Stephan & Stephan, 1985, 1989, 1992; Islam & Hewstone, 1993). This feeling gives 
rise to uncertainty about how to behave towards outgroups members and it makes 
interactions with outgroups threatening (Stephan & Stephan, 1985). Intergroup 
anxiety arises as a result of people's perception that their personal interests are being 
threatened in intergroup interactions. Stephan and Stephan (1985) documented the 
possibility of four types of negative consequences that may generate intergroup 
anxiety. These negative consequences are: negative consequences for our self-
concepts, negative behavioral consequences, negative evaluations by others, and 
negative evaluations by members of our ingroups. Intergroup anxiety has been the 
subject of extensive research (Greenberg etal., 1990; Greenberg, Simon, Pyszczynski, 
Solomon, & Chatel, 1992; Gudykunst, 1993, 1995; Wilder, 1993; Wilder & Shapiro, 
1989). It was found that intergroup anxiety predicted outgroups attitudes and biases 
(Ho & Jackson, 2001; Islam & Hewstone, 1993; Voci & Hewstone, 2003). In 
addition, it has also been demonstrated that individuals who have high Ievel of this 
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anxiety often exhibit high level of prejudice against outgroups members (Hassan, 
1978). Oskamp, (2000) considered intergroup anxiety as the strongest threat, because 
it deals with high emotions between groups. However, dissimilarities between ingroup 
and outgroup may also provoke anxiety between groups. Dissimilarity may arise from 
usage of language, clothing, etc. In intergroup anxiety conditions people feel 
personally threatened because they are concerned about negative outcomes for the 
self, such as being embarrassed, rejected, or ridiculed. 
Negative Stereotype 
One of the important antecedents of intergroup threat is the anticipation of 
negative events that is created by negative stereotype, the last dimension of integrated 
threat theory. Negative stereotype refers to the negative, unpleasant or conflict-laden 
expectations, which make the interaction with outgroup members negative (Stephan, 
Barra, Martinez, & Tur-Kaspa, 1998). So these negative stereotypes create conflictual 
and unpleasant intergroup interactions. Various research findings specify that negative 
stereotypes are consistent predictors of negative attitude towards outgroup (Eagly & 
Madinic, 1989; Esses et al., 1993; Stephan & Stephan, 1993). In threatening 
conditions ingroup develops negative stereotypes against outgroup. These stereotypes 
are based on negative attributes of outgroup. It has been conceptualized that negative 
stereotypes enhance negative outgroup attitude as it occurs in relation to negative 
emotions (e.g. fear, anger) towards outgroup members (Stephan & Stephan, 1996). 
Thus, symbolic threats are based on value differences between groups; 
realistic threats are related to the power resources and well-being of the ingroup; 
intergroup anxiety is concerned to the social interaction with outgroup members; and 
negative stereotypes cause negative outgroup interpretation and all the four combined 
together results in perception of threat against outgroup. Realistic and symbolic 
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threats and intergroup anxiety reflect affective, emotional reactions to out-group 
members while negative stereotypes echo the cognitive component of negative 
attitude (Corenblum & Steaphan, 2001). 
ITT proposed that the main antecedents of intergroup threat are the relative 
status of the groups, prior conflict between the groups, strength of identification with 
the ingroup, nature of the contact between the groups and the knowledge of the 
outgroup. 
Intergroup 	 Realistic Threat 
Conflict 
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DPference 	 , Symbolic Threat 
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Figure 2: The integrated threat theory (ITT) model (Stephan, Ybarra, & Bachman, 
1999). 
Many theories argued that conflict between groups played a role in initiating 
feelings of threat and prejudice between groups (Burton, 1986; Osgood, 1959; 
Patchen, 1988; Stephan & Stephan, 1996). This prior conflict may entail from high 
level of conflict to low level of conflict. Low level of conflict does not involve direct 
confrontation and may not even be recognized while high level of conflict may 
involve direct physical confrontation, but it may also involve competition concerning 
scarce resources (e.g., elective positions, jobs, power, money, territory, etc.) or open 
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differences over values and rights (e.g., religious values, cultural values, moral 
values). 
Perception of threat depends on the degree of status inequality. As status 
inequality increases salience of threat also increases between groups. High and low 
status groups can perceive the other group as threatening (Stephan, Ybarra, & 
Bachman, 1999). People also differ in the perception of threat depending on whether 
they are high or low identifiers. Only high identifiers are likely to perceive threat 
against outgroup. Abrams, Ando, and Hinkle, (1998) reported the difference in the 
perception of threat among low and high identifiers. The more strongly members 
identified with their group the less they wanted to leave it in threatening situations 
compared to low identifiers. But it depends on the manner in which the identity was 
expressed because groups differ in terms of their prototypical attributes and their 
status in society. Knowledge of the outgroup is also likely to determine the perception 
of threat. If ingroup members contain little knowledge about the outgroup's values, 
beliefs, norms and behavior pattern, they begin to perceive outgroup as dissimilar to 
their ingroup and in-turn threatening (Stephan & Stephan, 1999). 
Moreover, integrated threat theory conceptualized that both, competition and 
value conflict can affect outgroup attitudes simultaneously. A series of studies by 
Stephan and colleagues have demonstrated that the different types of threat together 
explain a substantial amount of variance in out-group attitudes in a variety of contexts 
(Stephan, Ybarra, & Bachman, 1999). Stephan et al. (1998) found that all four threats 
were significant predictors of attitude towards one or more of the immigrant groups 
but intergroup anxiety and negative stereotypes were more significant predictors 
among them than realistic or symbolic threats. Corenblum and Stephan (2001) used 
integrated threat theory to predict racial prejudice and investigated that at a theoretical 
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level ITT may help to explain prejudice towards minority group as well as majority 
groups. 
Gonzalz et al. (2008) used integrated threat theory to test prejudicial attitude 
of Dutch adolescents' towards Muslim minority. They concluded that stereotype and 
symbolic threat but not realistic threat emerged as significant predictors of prejudice 
towards Muslims. - In addition symbolic threat mediated the effect of in group 
identification on prejudice. Bizman and Yinon (2001) considered intergroup and 
interpersonal threat as determinants of prejudice. They studied the moderating role of 
in-group identification. Taking into consideration the integrated threat theory, they 
hypothesized that intergroup threats (realistic & symbolic) would be more salient in 
predicting prejudice among high identifiers. On the contrary, the interpersonal threats 
(intergroup anxiety and negative stereotypes) would be more salient in predicting 
prejudice among low identifiers. Their findings revealed that realistic threats were 
more significant in predicting prejudice for high identifiers than for low identifiers, 
whereas intergroup anxiety was more significant in predicting prejudice for low 
identifiers than for high identifiers. High and low identifiers did not differ with regard 
to the relative influence of the symbolic threat and negative stereotypes. 
Studies exploring the relationship between intergroup anxiety and negative 
outgroup attitude (Brown et al., 2001), found that undesirable outgroup contact and 
negative expectancies, both are likely to enhance intergroup anxiety (Plant & Devine, 
2003). And this increment in anxiety feeling results in an increase in hostility and 
avoidance of contact with outgroup members. It creates negative expectations 
regarding their behavior. Various researches have revealed the relationship between 
stereotype and negative outgroup attitudes (Eagly & Mladinic, 1989; Spencer & 
McGovern, 2002). Furthermore, these negative expectancies also affect social 
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information processing and social judgments (Hamilton, Sherman & Ruvolo, 1990; 
Ybarra, Schaberg, & Keiper, 1999). Researches who have studied both (realistic and 
symbolic) threats have suggested that both can cause a unique amount of variance in 
attitude towards outgroups (Mclaren, 2001; Wilson, 2001). 
Distinctiveness 
Distinctiveness refers to the motive of maintaining a sense of differentiation 
from others. This need of differentiation is a continuous force in our society because 
feeling of extreme similarity to others is likely to evoke negative affect. So people are 
more likely to behave in a manner that will help them to restore a sense of 
distinctiveness. In intergroup contexts, people strive to maintain positive 
distinctiveness in order to differentiate their own group from outgroup in a relatively 
positive manner. Several researchers are of the view that distinctiveness serves as a 
defining property of identity (Apter, 1983; Codol, 1981; James, 1892). Feeling of 
distinctiveness helps people to fulfill meaning motive i.e., to find significance or 
purpose of one's existence (Baumeister, 1991). For example, what it means to 
someone to be an American, an Indian, a Musician, a Muslim depends to a large 
extent on what they see as distinguishing British from other Nationalities, Musicians 
from non-Musicians, or Islam from other religions (Vignoles, Chryssochoou, & 
Breakwell, 2000). 
Other than this meaning motive, distinctiveness may also serve survival 
benefits like distinguishing individual within the group in some effective way is likely 
to create the possibility of social co-ordination. It motivates individuals to play 
complementary roles towards a common goal, rather than just imitating the behavior 
of other group members (Burris & Rampel, 2004). These arguments suggest that the 
motives for distinctiveness are universal and individuals must strive to maintain it in 
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order to have a meaningful sense of their existence (who they are) and to function 
effectively in the society. People maintain this sense of distinctiveness in various 
ways like people typically remember information better if it distinguishes the self 
from others (Leyens, Yzerbyt, & Rogier, 1997), are most likely to mention their more 
distinctive attributes when asked to describe themselves (McGuire & Padawer-Singer, 
1976), and consider their more distinctive attributes as especially self-defining 
(Turnbull, Miller, & McFarland, 1990; Vignoles et al., 2006). For instance people use 
language as a way to express a distinct identity in intergroup setting because our 
social identities maybe directly expressed through languages. It is fundamental in two 
ways: first because our membership of ethnic/national group is intimately connected 
with the language usage and secondly being a part of our cultural heritage, language is 
a defining attribute for group membership (Giles, 1977). In other instances the 
distinctiveness can be maintained by other visible signs that are typical to that group 
(eg. kirpan for Sikhs,). It is commonly reported that when identity is threatened, 
efforts are made to maintain distinctiveness through divergent markers, like language 
(Giles & Johnson, 1981; Bourhis & Giles, 1977) or dress codes. 
The group and the social category to which an individual belongs, plays an 
important role in the development of a distinct group identity. The desire to be seen as 
different and distinct from others not only is visible at the individual but also at the 
group level hence distinctiveness plays . a significant role in the construction of a 
meaningful social identity. People construct it in the form of differentiation or 
separateness from other people. This feeling of distinctiveness also helps in the 
process of self-enhancement. Moreover, it was suggested that distinctiveness is not 
only a characteristic of specific identities but it has its role in the construction of 
meaningful identities (Codol, 1981). Furthermore, one can not understand who he is 
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without taking into consideration who he is not. For e.g. - An identity statement "I am 
a singer" suggests that I have something in common with other people who describe 
themselves as a singer and I am distinct from the people who do not describe 
themselves as singers. Hence, to understand what one is, it is equally important to 
understand what one is not which further lead to self-awareness. 
Social identity literature throws light on the desire of people to maintain 
positive group distinctiveness to enhance their self-esteem (Abrams & Hogg, 1988). 
This perspective suggested that people have a desire to achieve positive self image 
(Abrams & Hogg, 1998; Ellemers, Spears, & Doosje, 2002). They can achieve this 
positive self image through membership in a positively valued social group which 
farther motivates them to achieve positive distinctiveness (Tajfel & Turner, 1979), 
which could aggravate intergroup conflict (Brown & Wade, 1987). According to 
Codol, (1984a, 1987), people are more likely to define themselves as less similar to 
others. Fromkin (1972) noticed positive relationship between extreme similarity to 
others and negative affect. Now the question arises how distinctiveness motive 
influences cognition and behavior. It was found that at cognitive level distinct aspects 
of identity supposed to be more central while on the social level people are more 
likely to behave in ways that differentiate them from others. 
The desire to achieve positive distinctiveness for one's group can manifest 
itself in various ways, including ingroup favoritism and outgroup derogation (Tajfel, 
1982). Gerard and Hoyt (1974) suggested that as the relative size of ingroup 
decreases, positive evaluation of the ingroup increases. A large number of factors 
have been identified which are responsible to intensify the ingroup-outgroup bias like 
relative outcomes, communication structures and cooperation and competition. Other 
than these factors, mere categorization of one's world into "us" and "them" categories 
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is enough to maximize this bias. Social identity theorjsuggested that the need for 
positive and distinct social identity leads to discrimination in intergroup context. This 
theory argued that favoring ingroup in various ways increases the apparent value and 
discrimination of the ingroup which further results in positive social identity. The 
objective status relations between groups play an important part in this discrimination. 
Generally, it is seen that high status groups display ingroup favoritism particularly in 
status-relevant domains while low-status group displays ingroup favoritism in status 
irrelevant domains (Bettencourt, Dorr, Charlton, & Hume, 2001; Brewer, 1979; 
Mullen, Brown, & Smith, 1992; Reichl, 1997; Sachdev & Bourhis, 1985, 1987, 1991). 
The term distinctiveness varies across cultures. The sources of distinctiveness 
salient to define identity will inherently vary according to the culture. For e.g. under 
individualistic culture this term is constructed mainly in terms of difference and 
separateness from others. In this type of culture emphasis is laid on uniqueness and 
boundedness (Geertz, 1975). While under relational culture distinctiveness means to 
have more to do with one's position within social relationships. Vignoles, 
Chryssochoou, and Breakwell, (2000) argued that distinctiveness is mandatory to 
develop meaning within identity in Western cultures and it is also compatible with 
non-Western cultural system. They differentiated three sources of distinctiveness i.e. 
position, dif ference and separateness. These three sources affect identity and behavior 
differently. These sources may exist together or -may be emphasized differently 
according to culture and context on . both individual and group level of self-
representation. 
In this regard, Fiske et al. (1998) suggested that a preferable approach would 
be to understand the distinctiveness principle as a generative structure, a universal 
potential that is realized variably across cultures. Schulz, (1998) explored 
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intergenerational changrs in the construction and reconstruction of Indian identity. 
They associated these changes to the changes in social, political, economic and 
cultural contexts. Their sample of study was Navajo women. Interviews with these 
women revealed distinct patterns in their self-identity; as Navajo and as Indian 
women. Women who grew-up in the context of Navajo community differentiated 
themselves from and actively disrupted, negative and stereotypic representations of 
Indian, drawing on their specific tribal identities. These findings represent the 
importance of women's strategies for cultural survival and their use of resources that 
are historically and socially patterned in the process of constructing distinct and 
positive identities as Indian and as Navajo. 
When feelings of distinctiveness are threatened or undermined, people report 
more negative emotions (Fromkin, 1972), are faster to recognize uniqueness-related 
words as self-descriptive (Markus & Kunda, 1986), evaluate scarce and novel 
experiences more positively (Fromkin, 1970), distance themselves physically from 
others (Snyder & Endelman, 1979), and increase their identification with smaller 
groups (Pickett, Silver, & Brewer, 2002). Brewer, Manzi, and Shaw (1993) portrayed 
that people will sacrifice self-esteem to protect their distinctiveness. In conditions 
where feeling of distinctiveness was undermined or threatened, people reduced their 
identity with a group that was positively valued but not distinctive. As it was 
predicted that belonging to a group or group membership serves an important function 
for the development of self esteem, if someone is deprived of this need or not 
accepted by the social group then he will deal with this threat by focusing on his own 
uniqueness or personal distinctiveness (Barnes, Mason, Leary, Laurent, Griebel & 
Bergman, 1998; Snyder & Fromkin, 1980; Brewer, 1991, 1993), by accepting other 
aspects of their self-concept (Steele & Liu, 1983). In this context, this personal 
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distinctiveness will enhance his personal self-esteem, because it has been re-
interpreted as something positive rather than negative. There is much evidence in 
favor of this notion that in situations where distinctiveness gets compromised, ingroup 
favoritism is used as a way of re-attaining positive distinctiveness from the outgroup 
(Brown & Abrams, 1986; Tajfel, 1982; Turner, Brown, & Tajfel, 1979). People differ 
to the extent to which such goals are important to them. Hogg and Abrams (1990) 
argued that social identity is positively related to intergroup discrimination. Fewer 
perspectives actively consider the relationship between identity contents and 
processes at different levels. Brown and Abrams (1986) observed that the degree of 
ingroup bias increases if a certain threshold of similarity had been crossed beyond 
which ingroup felt threatened by the psychological proximity of the outgroup (see 
also Diehl, 1988; Rocca & Schwartz, 1993) and begin to seek their distinctiveness 
from outgroup. 
Many Western theories have characterized distinctiveness as a social value, an 
aspect of self enhancement, a fundamental human need and a basic property of the 
construction of meaning within identity. 
Uniqueness Theory 
Uniqueness theory (Snyder & Fromkin, 1980) proposed that people want to 
establish and maintain a moderate level of distinctiveness rather than extreme level of 
distinctiveness. According to them perception of extreme similarity or dissimilarity to 
others is perceived as unpleasant and is likely to induce negative emotions. In 1972 
Fromkin tested this argument in a study and found that perception of moderate 
similarity to others created more positive emotions in students rather than' higher level 
of similarity. According to uniqueness theory to avoid the perception of negative 
emotions or mood people are motivated to reestablish moderate level of perceived 
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self-distinctiveness to others. People prefer moderate level of distinctiveness because 
along with the need of uniqueness, they also have need for social approval, 
acceptance and validation. People who have low concern for these needs (need for 
social approval, acceptance and validation) will have high need for uniqueness. 
Snyder and Fromkin (1980) suggested that people could satisfy their need for 
uniqueness through membership in group that differentiates them from other 
population. Following it Brewer (1991) also stated that group membership 
simultaneously serve peoples' need for similarity (through within group comparisons) 
and need for uniqueness (through between group comparisons). Moreover, Jetten, 
Spears, and Manstead (1998) suggested that intergroup bias will be greatest when two 
groups were moderately different from one another. 
Breakwell, (1987) identified a significant role of positive distinctiveness in the 
process of self-enhancement (see also Abrams & Hogg, 1988). A great deal of studies 
conducted in Western cultures revealed that people generally overestimate the 
distinctiveness of their positive attributes (Campbell, 1986; Taylor & Brown, 1988) 
and they put more confidence in social comparison that distinguished these positivity 
from others (Schwartz & Smith, 1976). According to researchers (Crocker, 
Thompson, McGraw, & Ingenman, 1987; Hakmiller, 1966) under threatening 
situations people tend to compare themselves with people from whom they can be 
positively differentiated. 
Optimal Distinctiveness Theory 
Optimal distinctiveness Theory proposed by Brewer, (1991, 1993) viewed 
distinctiveness as a fundamental human need. This theory clearly focused on two 
motivational principles- 1) to differentiate oneself from others and 2) to include self 
into larger social collectives. Although these two principles function in opposition to 
58 
each other, equilibrium occurs at a state of moderate distinctiveness which means that 
these competing needs are met by membership in a moderately inclusive (optimal 
distinctive) group. Brewer, (1991) suggested that cognitive links between self and 
ingroup satisfy the affiliation motive of the person and differentiation from the 
outgroup serves the uniqueness motive of an individual. Hence, individual maintains a 
balance between these motives in intergroup context. The need for assimilation and 
inclusion (a desire for belonging) motivates immersion in social groups while the 
second need, i.e., need for differentiation from others, functions in opposition to the 
need for immersion. The basic principle of the optimal distinctiveness theory is that 
the two identity needs (inclusion/assimilation and differentiation/distinctiveness) are 
independent to each other. As group membership becomes more and more inclusive, 
the need for inclusion is satisfied but the need for differentiation is triggered; on the 
contrary, as inclusiveness decreases, the differentiation need is reduced but 
the need for inclusion becomes active. Thus, these two needs are universal human 
motives and not cultural values which influence perception and judgments of self and 
others and the nature of intra-group and intergroup relations. If one fails to satisfy 
these two motives, he will be subject of negative implication like isolation and 
stigmatization (Brewer, 1991). Researchers considered both needs as fundamental to 
self and identity and individuals prefer to maintain a balance between both the needs 
(Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Fiske, 2004; Maslow, 1943; Vignoles et al., 2006). This 
balance is achieved through membership in group that is sufficiently inclusive and 
distinctive at the same time. One example of such group is the membership in a 
numerical minority group because such groups satisfy the need for inclusion and 
differentiation simultaneously. Whereas numerical majority groups fulfill only the 
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need for inclusion because of their large size but fail to meet the need for 
distinctiveness in the social context (Brewer, 1991). 
Stereotype Threat Theory 
Steele and Aronson (.1995) hypothesized that when a person enters a situation 
in which a stereotype of a group to which the person belongs becomes salient, 
concerns about being evaluated according to that stereotype arise and obstruct 
performance. Stereotype threat is a situational threat. It occurs when a negative 
stereotype about a group becomes personally relevant to its members, usually as an 
interpretation of one's behavior that one can then be judged or treated in terms of the 
stereotype. It comes from the situational cues which signal that a negative stereotype 
about one of one's social identities is now salient as a possible interpretation of one's 
behavior in the setting. Generally negative stereotype exists for most of the groups 
like the elderly, the young, Blacks, Whites, athletes, artists, and so on. When people 
do things in negative stereotype prone situations, they might experience this threat 
and the nature of threat (kind of discrimination or devaluation) will depend on the 
specific content of that negative stereotype. Members of stereotyped groups often feel 
extra pressure in situations where their performance can confirm the salient negative 
stereotype that their group lacks a valued ability (Aronson, Quinn, & Spencer, 1998; 
Steele, 1997). According to Steele and Aronson (1995), it can deteriorate the 
intellectual performance of anyone whose group is the victim of this stereotype 
alleging a lack of intellectual ability in some domain. 
Steele (1997); Crocker, Major, and Steele (1998) also interpreted stereotype 
threat as simultaneously stimulated/triggered. The situation or context, in which this 
stereotype threat is stimulated, may be an important predictor of this stimulation. 
When a group is stimulated as a stigmatized group, it means that it possesses certain 
characteristics which are salient to this stigma and members of this stigmatized group 
are expected having these characteristics. Even if they do not possess these particular 
characteristics, their membership in this stigmatized group confirms the possibility of 
this possession. In-turn this stereotype threat can lead to confirmation of the bad 
reputation about their group (Aronson et al., 1999; Croizet & Claire, 1998; Steele & 
Aronson, 1995). According to stereotype threat theory (Steele & Aronson, 1995), 
when minority people are asked to perform in a stereotyped domain they are reminded 
of the stereotypes that detract from their group's reputation which leads to 
performance deficits. 
Distinctiveness theory (McGuire, McGuire, & Winton, 1979) posits that the 
relative increment in the number of outgroup members increases group saliency, that 
is, an increase in the relative number of males would negatively affect female's 
performance. Brewer, (1991); Hogg and Abrams, (1993); Tajfel, (1978, 1982), 
suggested that the information that one's group is indistinct or similar to outgroups 
poses a threat to group member's need for ingroup distinctiveness. This threat 
motivates ingroup members to discriminate against and devaluation of outgroup 
(source threat) to restore the sense of unique group identity (Tajfel, 1978; Tajfel & 
Turner, 1979). When individuals receive information about intergroup similarity, they 
are more likely to behave negatively with outgroups to defend the threatened ingroup 
distinctiveness. When the group context is salient, members are more likely to behave 
stereotypically (Roccas & Schwartz, 1993; Spears, Doosje, & Ellemers, 1997; 
ElIemers, Spears, & Doosje, 2002 for review). An important point to remember is that 
although high interpersonal similarity leads to interpersonal attraction (Byrne, 1971), 
high levels of intergroup similarity in a salient intergroup context threatens social 
identity which in-turn increase stereotypical behavior. It is in this context that the 
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veiling behavior increasingly being adopted by young Muslim females may be seen as 
an attempt to assert their distinct identity vis-a-vis - the other groups in the society. 
Veil as a Visible Identity Marker 
Females have adopted the veil as a dress code across different communities. It 
was considered as part of the cultural practice. But over a period of time the veil has 
become synonymous to Islam and its practices. In Islam the veil is seen as a religious 
obligation and not as a cultural tradition or a political statement. It is considered an 
integral part of the Islamic religious belief where females are supposed to adopt this 
dress code. The Quran and the Hadith stipulates that women should not display her 
personal adornments or physical charm to anyone but to her husband (Sura 24:31 and 
Sura 33:59). Despite it being a cardinal religious value there is Iittle clarity as to how 
much a women's body should be covered in public place? Societies are debating 
whether this practice should be made optional or compulsory. Islamic religious 
scholars are in agreement that Muslim women are required to cover their hair and 
therefore, it is mandatory for them to put some kind of head covering. Different styles 
have been adopted in different cultures. For example, in Iran there is a tradition of a 
chador, an ample black cloth that fits over the head and reaches to the ground. While 
in Saudi-Arabia, women practice an oblong black scarf flipped twice over their heads 
along with the abaya, a loose black robe. Many women also like to wear a square 
piece of cloth called 'niqab' that covers the mouth and nose, or sometimes hides the 
entire face with only a slit for the eyes. In Afghanistan, there is a practice of a long 
billowy smock, called 'burqa' that totally covers a woman from head to toe, including 
her face. It has been taken in more restrictive sense (Murphy, www.csmonitor.com). 
Since the veil is considered an important aspect of the Islamic culture it also 
symbolizes the Islamic identity. It highlights the difference between `us' and `them' 
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and increases the process of `Othering' . In this `us-them' categorization the veiled 
women presumes the role of `Other' in a cultural sense which is different from the 
dominant cultural order. The symbolism associated with the veil results in different 
interpretation by different people. For some it is a sign of backwardness and 
suppression while for others it as an expression of gender inequality. Nilufer Gole 
(1996) a Turkish researcher says: "No other symbol than the veil reconstructs with 
such force the "otherness" of Islam to the west. In the modem and non-traditional 
form veil has become a distinct symbol of identity. 
According to the social identity theory (Tajfel, 1978) people have a natural 
tendency to categorize themselves in distinct social groups. Our group memberships 
play a significant role in determining who we are, of what we are like, and how we 
are similar to and different from others. Group identities are actively produced 
through everyday social practices and in the context of inter-group relations the 
symbolism associated with the veil is seen as an attempt to assert the Islamic identity. 
The process of social identity involves inter-group comparisons and the establishment 
of the group's positive distinctiveness in relation to other group identities (Tajfel, 
1978; Tajfel & Turner, 1979). Further the theory predicts that individuals derive part 
of their self-concept through belonging to these social categories. Thus social 
identification enhances self-esteem and provides a sense of meaning (Abrams & 
Hogg, 2001) and sustains the validity of that meaning when tested against social 
reality. Brewer (2003) rightly argues that meaningfhl self-conceptualization is not 
merely a by-product of cognitive categorization but is a psychological need. People 
seek a level of distinctiveness, which combines a certain level of assimilation into a 
category with a degree of uniqueness for that category vis-A-vis, other categories. 
Thus the need for distinctiveness holds interesting implications for members of a 
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minority group. As Muslims constitute a minority, where females find them 
marginalized within the community (a double minority) their increasing preference 
for a particular dress code may provide that distinctiveness not only in comparison to 
members of other religious groups but from the male members of their community. It 
is this display and assertion of group behavior in public that has attracted attention of 
researchers and policy makers. 
Since the mid 1980s, headscarf `affairs' have occurred in most European 
countries. For example: Netherland has witnessed some 10 debates since 1985 (Van 
Kuijeren, 2000), Turkey clashed in 1984 over a veiled teacher (Olson, 1985), France 
and Belgium had vehement debates in 1989 and also more recently about a complete 
ban on wearing the headscarf in schools (Goethals, 1996). In many countries like 
Turkey and France, Islamic headscarf is a contentious issue. Much has been written 
on this issue both inside and outside Turkey (Ahmed, 1992; ElGuindi, 2003; 
Gemalmaz, 2005; Ozdalga, 1998; Saktanber, 2002; Secor, 2002; Yegenoglu, 1998). 
The most recurrent theme in these writings is regarding the wearing of the headscarf 
in public places. Egalitarian societies advocate secularism, which means separation of 
religion from public affairs. As religion is considered a private affair the problem 
accrues when anything associated with religious practices enters the public domain. 
So, here arises a room for confusion as to whether veiling should be practiced in 
public like it is in countries as Iran, and Saudi Arabia, whether it should be banned in 
schools, as it is in France and Turkey; or whether it should be left for the women to 
decide. In recent years, it was noticed that wearing veil/headscarf in public buildings 
e.g., schools, courts, parliament, was prohibited and even banned. At one side there 
are people who are in favor of this ban and try to implement it. They want to keep 
schools and other institutions free from the people who wear the veil or headscarf. 
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While on the other side, are those women who practice headscarf outside these 
institutions. In the middle are some young women who have disregarded headscarf in 
order to be a part of these institutions. 
The contemporary debates in European countries do not focus much on the 
basic religious motive behind veiling, i.e., to avoid sexuality and unwanted encounters 
between sexes. They assign differentmeanings to the scarf, particularly in relation to 
gender equality, multicultural excess and the undermining of the separation of state 
and church. Societal debate often sees headscarf as a marker of women's oppression. 
In Islam women's sexuality is defined as problematic and in need of confinement. 
This gives an impression that Islam does not accept women's independence and rights 
to their bodies and is antithetical to the modem Western notion of gender equality. 
Such kind of debates postulates Islam as a misogynous religion. Often headscarf is 
taken as a sign of gender inequality and a signal of difference. According to Said 
(1978); and Kabbani (1986), this sense of `otherness' is rooted in a long tradition of 
Orientalism. The West's perceptions of the East are based on an ontological and 
epistemological distinction between the `Orient' and the 'Occident'. Orientalism is a 
source of the cultural inaccuracies, and as orientalism is the foundation of Western 
thought towards the Middle East, there is an existence of a subtle and persistent 
Eurocentric prejudice against Arabo-Islamic people and their culture (Said, 1978). It 
projects Islam as Contra European. In this context the popular debate pertaining to the 
practice of veiling suggests that as this practice does not belong to the west it is seen 
as a sign of backwardness, which reflects the oppressive nature of Islam (Delaney, 
1994; Secor, 2005). Evidences on Islam from colonial period, suggests that this 
religion and its practices suppressed women. Veil provided a kind of reinforcement to 
this suppression. It was considered as a symbol of inferiority of Muslim countries in 
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contrast to the civilized west, which believes in the principle of equalitarian society 
(Ahmed, 2011). 
The meaning of the veil has changed dramatically for both Muslims as well as 
non-Muslims. In the 19th century only upper class urban women practiced veil rather 
than working class or peasant women. Initially people associated the veil with the 
patriarchal mindset of the Muslim community, where women . were forced to wear 
veil, and this segregated them from the public space. But with the passage of time, 
this interpretation has assumed political, cultural, and moral overtones. The debate 
around the veil is due to the fact that at one level it projects the practice of veiling as a 
fundamental symbol of conservatism and discrimination against women in the 
Muslim societies. On the other hand it is regarded as a sign of liberation. This 
dichotomy creates confusion amongst practitioners as well as non-practitioners. Leila 
Ahmed an Egyptian American writer on Islam and the first women studies professor 
in religion at Harvard writes "I saw the veil as a symbol of intolerance, I now 
understand that for many women, it is a badge of individuality and justice". Those 
who wear the veil see it as a rejection of negative stereotype and an assertion of the 
Muslim identity in face of prejudice (Ahmed, 2011). 
Traditionally in societal debates, the veil is often framed as a marker of 
women's suppression in Islam. The demonstrative nature of the dress evokes an 
imagery of excesses against the Muslim female. The predominant thinking influenced 
by the Western mindset interprets it as denial of women's independence and rights to 
their bodies. This viewpoint appears contrary to the modem Western notion of gender 
equality. Heyat (2008) did not find any association between veiling and infringement 
of women's rights in public discourse amongst veiled women. On the basis of 
interviews results conducted with women practicing headscarf in France; Auslander 
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(2000) concluded that these women used head scarf like other cloths to communicate 
a sense of self. For example for headscarf a 34-year-old sociologist remarked, '...I 
am for the headscarf ... firanldy, I even want to put on a scarf, to say "look, here I 
am".. . but that's not because of fundamentalism ... it's to mark my identity, my 
belonging to a culture, nothing other than a culture ... She argued that, without such 
a distinguishing practice, people `end up becoming like the others, the others' 
robotized like the others' (Abdelkrim Chikh, 1990: 244-5). These women used this 
cloth as a marker of refusal of sexual availability and it provided Muslim women a 
vocabulary with which they can express themselves (Bernal, 1994). It appears that 
perceived or imagined threats to Muslim minority from the majority group enhance 
their identity both at the cognitive as well as behavioral levels. Since Muslims 
represents a minority, their adherence to distinct group behavior can also be viewed as 
assertion of their identity. The rising trend of veiling amongst educated Muslim 
females maybe seen as one attempt to assert the distinctiveness of their group identity 
in an intergroup context. They strive to adopt this socially recognized symbol to assert 
their visibility in comparison to other groups at the same time assert their Muslim 
identity. 
Objective of the Study 
In recent years the phenomenon of veiling has increased manifold. This 
assertion of the symbol of veil is not only common in Western countries but in India 
also one can see young educated females wearing a scarf or veil. For most of these 
young females wearing the veil was not due to family pressure but an act of personal 
choice. Hence, it is interesting to investigate the social psychological dynamics 
behind veiling. It was with this purpose in mind that we decided to explore the 
identity angle associated with the veil. Also we got interested in exploring as to what 
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extent it was an attempt to differentiate themselves from other group. Finally whether 
this sense of being distinct was somewhere influenced by degree of identification with 
group or due to the perception of threat in an intergroup situation. 
Research Questions 
1. To what extent the level of social identification of females wearing veil was 
different from those not wearing it 
2. To investigate the nature of intergroup threat perception amongst females 
wearing veil and those not wearing it. 
3. To what extent the perception of distinctiveness is different in the two groups. 
4. To determine whether social identification and threat perception affected need 
for distinctiveness differently in both the groups. 
METHOD 
Sample 
The sample comprised of 306 Muslim females in the age range of 18 to 32 
years (mean age=23.26 years). All of them were students of Aligarh Muslim 
University and belonged to various faculties of the University (MBA, Engineering, 
Arts, Social Science, Commerce, Science etc). Of the total sample 199 adopted the 
veil and 107 did not practice any specific dress-code. 
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Table 3 
Age Profile of Respondents 
Veil 	 Non-veil 
Range Frequency Valid % Frequency Valid% 
18-21 63 31.7 24 22.4 
22-25 	104 	52.3 	58 	 54.2 
26-29 	29 	 14.6 	25 	 23.4 
30-32 	3 	 1.5 	- 	 - 
Table 3 presents the age profile of the respondents who practiced veil and 
those who did not practice veil. Age range of the respondents in the veil group was 18 
to 32 years (mean— 23.12 year) with 52.3% of them falling in the range of 22 to 25 
years, 31.7% respondents in the range of 18 to 21 years, 14.6% in 26 to 29 years and 
only 1.5% in the range of 30 to 32 years. The age range of the respondents falling in 
non-veil category was 18 to 29 years (mean= 23.56year) with 54.2% of them falling 
in the range of 22 to 25 years, 23.4% in the range of 26 to 29 years and 22.4% in the 
range of 18 to 21 years. The overall age profile shows that of the total sample 
majority of the respondents were in the age range of 22 to 25 years. 
Table-4 
Educational Background of the Sample 
Veil Non-veil 
Frequency Valid % Frequency Valid % 
Graduation 39 19.7 14 13.1 
Post-graduation 87 43.7 42 39.3 
Professional 22 11.1 22 20.6 
Research Scholar 50 25.1 29 27.1 
As the growing trend of the veiling amongst educated females is on the rise, 
the present study mainly tries to focus on this segment of the female population. 
Almost all the respondents were enrolled for higher education at a prestigious 
university. The educational breakup presented in table 4, clearly shows that in both 
the groups the highest percentages (43.7% in veiled category and 39.3% in non veiled 
category) were post-graduate students. The next highest group was that of research 
scholars (25.1% in veiled category and 27.1% in non-veiled category respectively) 
followed by professional (20.6%) and graduates (13.1%) in non-veiled category while 
in veiled category it was (19.7%) graduates and (11.1%) professionals. 
Table 5 
Marital Status of Respondents 
Veil 	 Non-veil 
Frequency 	Valid % 	Frequency 	Valid % 
Married 17 8.6 7 6.6 
Unmarried 181 91.4 99 93.4 
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Majority of the students (91.4% in veiled and 93.4% in non-veiled) were 
unmarried except for 8.6% in the veil category and 6.6% in the non-veil category. 
Table 6 
Residential Background of the Respondents 
Veil 	 Non veil 
Frequency 	Valid % 	Frequency 	Valid % 
Rural 	48 	24.2 	24 	22.4 
Urban 	150 	75.8 	83 	77.6 
Table 6 depicts the residential background of the respondents. The table 
clearly shows that the sample was more from the urban area. In the veil group 75.8% 
respondents had an urban background while 24.2% came from rural background. 
While in the non-veil group 77.6% respondents belonged to urban background while 
22.4% belonged to the rural background. 
As far as the family structure is concerned (table 7) 37.6% of the respondents 
practicing veil belonged to joint family while 62.4% respondents belonged to a 
nuclear family set up. On the other hand in the non-veil group 24.1% respondents 
belonged to joint family while 75.9% respondents belonged to nuclear family system. 
Table 8 indicates the economic status of the respondents. It can be seen from 
the table that in the veil group 55.6% respondents belonged to middle class family, 
35.9% belonged to upper middle class, 6.6% had a rich economic status, 1.5% came 
from lower middle and only 0.5% belonged to very rich economic class. In case of 
non-veil group 53.7% respondents fell in the category of upper-middle, 35.2% 
belonged to the rich category, 6.5% in very rich category, 3.7% belonged to the 
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middle class and only 0.9% were from the lower middle class. The overall profile of 
economic status of the respondents clearly indicates that in the veil group most of the 
respondents belonged to middle class family while in case of non-veil group the 
respondents predominantly came from the upper middle class. 
Table 7 
Family Type of the Respondents 
Veil 	 Non-Veil 
Frequency 	Valid % 	Frequency 	Valid % 
Joint 74 37.6 26 24.1 
Nuclear 123 62.4 82 75.9 
Table 8 
Economic Status of the Respondents 
Veil 	 Non-Veil 
Frequency 	Valid % 	Frequency 	Valid % 
lower middle 3 1.5 1 .9 
middle 110 55.6 4 3.7 
upper middle 71 35.9 58 53.7 
rich 13 6.6 38 35.2 
very rich 1 .5 7 6.5 
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Design 
For exploring the social psychological dynamics in the adoption of visible 
signs of group identity a mixed-method design was used. Initially a qualitative study 
was done to explore the meaning of dress code, it was followed by a quantitative 
study which was survey based and again exploratory and it focused only on females. 
The final study was again a quantitative study which was cross-sectional in nature. It 
focused on three major groups in India that is, Hindus, Muslims and Christians. 
Measures 
The questionnaire consisted of scales measuring various psychological 
variables. In the beginning there were several items eliciting background information 
namely age, education, religion, marital status, residential background, economic 
status etc. The following measures were used for assessing religiosity, personal 
identity, social identity, distinctiveness, and intergroup threat. 
Personal Identity Scale 
A 10 items personal identity scale constructed by Rosenberg et al., (1995) was 
used to measure attitude towards oneself. The scale consisted of 10 items with 5 
positively worded and 5 negatively worded items. This scale is a self-report measure 
of global self-esteem. Respondents were required to respond on a 5-point rating scale 
ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5) and a low score on this scale 
indicated low self-esteem. Some of the items were "I am totally satisfied with myself' 
and "I think that I am worthless" (reverse -scored). Reliability indices of personal 
identity scale were found to be .63. 
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Social Identity Scale 
A scale constructed by Luthanen and Crocker (1992) was used to measure 
social identity. This scale consists of 8 items which measures participant's attitude 
towards their groups. Out of 8 items 3 items were reverse scored items as they were 
negatively worded. Items were measured on a five point scale ranging from 1(strongly 
disagree) to 5(strongly agree). This eight items scale consists of items such as "My 
religious community is considered good by people of other religious community" and 
"Other people think that my religious community is untrustworthy" (reverse -scored). 
A high score on this scale denotes greater social identification. Cronbach alpha for 
social identity scale was determined as .68. 
Perception of Threat Scale 
To measure perception of threat the scale of Stephan & Stephan, (1985) was 
used. It has three dimensions namely realistic threat, symbolic threat, and intergroup 
anxiety. All measures utilized a five point (1-5) scale, with a high score indicating 
greater perception of threat. 
Realistic Threat Scale 
The realistic threat scale consists of seven items, and examines perceptions of 
threat to resources, political power, Government policies and welfare. Items were 
measured on a scale ranging from 1(strongly disagree) to 5(strongly agree). A sample 
item is "Hindus have more control over trade and business in this country than they 
should". A high score on this scale denotes greater perception of realistic threat. The 
reliability for this scale is .82. 
M 
74 
Symbolic Threat Scale 
The symbolic threat scale consists of seven items which measures perception 
of threat to religious beliefs, morality and the value system of both the groups. Three 
items of this scale were negatively worded. Items were measured on a scale from 
1 (strongly disagree) to 5(strongly agree) with statement such as "Hindus and Muslims 
have different values." Higher scores on this scale indicate greater perception of 
symbolic threat. The reliability for this scale is .64. 
Intergroup Anxiety Scale 
This scale consists of 10 items of which 5 were positively worded and 5 were 
negatively worded. On a 5 point scale the respondents have to rate the extent to which 
they felt anxious, nervous, tense, comfortable, safe, awkward, uncertain, etc. while 
interacting with the members of the other group. Higher score indicates higher 
intergroup anxiety. Cronbach's alpha of this scale is .73. 
Distinctiveness Scale 
To measure the level of distinctiveness a six item scale was constructed. Each 
item was measured on a five point scale ranging from (5=extremely different) to 
(1=extremely similar). On the rating scale the participants were asked to indicate the 
extent to which they appeared similar or different from the members of other group. 
They indicated their distinctiveness on six dimensions namely "cultural values, family 
values, world view, customs, rituals and life style". Higher score on this scale 
indicates high distinctiveness. The reliability for this scale is estimated as alpha=.76. 
Religiosity Scale 
The religiosity scale by Deka and Broota (1985) was used to assess the 
respondent's level of religiosity. It consists of 17 items out of which 4 items were 
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negatively worded. Response on each statement was elicited on a 5-point rating scale 
(1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree) with a high score indicating higher 
religiosity. The items related to belief in and dependency on God, or some 
supernatural being, and it also attempted to identify the extent to which a subject 
adhered to the doctrines of his/her religious faith, The Cronbach's alpha of the scale 
was .77. 
Procedure 
Educated females who practiced veil and those who did not practice veil were 
approached for the study. Each subject was approached personally and was requested 
to participate in the study. They were briefly told about the purpose of the study and 
how it was important for research. After establishing rapport and getting their 
permission the questionnaire was administered. The questionnaire was self-
administered. Information regarding age, gender, education, family type, residential 
background, economic status and income was inquired in the demographic 
information section. Afterwards, respondents were requested to rate themselves on a 
religiosity scale followed by personal identity, social identity, symbolic threat, 
realistic threat, intergroup anxiety and distinctiveness. They were assured that the 
information given by them will be kept confidential and their responses will be used 
only for research purposes. Subjects were instructed by the researcher to give honest 
responses. The administration of the questionnaire took 15-20 minutes 
(approximately) and was administered in just one sitting. A few respondents who 
agreed to be part of the study did not complete the questionnaire (50-60) while other 
refused to be part of the study (8-10) due to shortage of time. The respondents were 
required to answer all the questions. After the respondents completed the 
questionnaires they were thanked for their cooperation. 
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RESULTS 
To determine the relationship betwee n  demographic variables and 
psychological variables correlation was calculated. In the present study Pearson 
Product Moment Correlation was applied to determine the nature of relationship 
between demographic variables like (Age, Education, Income) and psychological 
variables (Religiosity, Personal Identity, Social Identity, Symbolic Threat, Realistic 
Threat, Intergroup-Anxiety, and Distinctiveness). 
Table 9 
Inter-correlations between demographic variables and psychological variables 
(N=306) 
Variables Religiosity Personal Social Symbolic Realistic Intergroup Distinctiveness 
Identity Identity Threat 	Threat 	Anxiety 
Age 	-.042 	.171 	.029 	-.018 	-.028 	.006 	-.120 
Education .I20 	.I32 	.093 .053 	-.001 	.009 	-.073 
Income 	.042 	.034 	.008 	-.175 	.063 	.072 	-.046 
The result presented in Table 9 shows that age was not significantly related to 
religiosity. It was correlated significantly (r=.17, p<.001) with personal identity. This 
implies that with growing age personal identity of a person grows stronger. However, 
age was not significantly associated (r=.029, p<.61 1) with social identity. The 
correlation between age and distinctiveness was negatively significant (-.120, p<.035) 
which indicates that as age increases the desire for distinctiveness of groups members 
becomes less intense. 
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Educational status of respondents was significantly related (r=.120, p<.035) 
with religiosity. In the case of this sample it appears that compared to graduates the 
students pursuing professional and Ph.D courses were more religious. 
Educational status was also significantly associated with personal identity 
(r=.132, p<.021), which suggests that with higher education, the personal identity of 
the person becomes more strong. As people become more educated their sense of 
personal identity, a unique individual independent of others becomes more vivid. 
However, there was no significant correlation between educational level and social 
identity (r=.093, p<.103), and distinctiveness (r=.073, p<.307). 
Average monthly income of the family was found to be significantly 
negatively correlated (r=-.175, p<,066) with symbolic threat which indicates that low 
family income increases the perception of symbolic threat. It appears that respondents 
belonging to low income group feel that majority group (in this case Hindu) is a threat 
to their values, morals and beliefs. Interestingly income was not significantly related 
to realistic threat. It also did not significantly relate to distinctiveness. 
Table 10 
Inter-correlations between Psychological Variables (N=306) 
Variables 	Religiosity Personal 	Social 
Identity 	Identity 
Symbolic 
Threat 
Realistic 
Threat 
Intergroup 
Anxiety 
Distinctiveness 
Religiosity .213 	.358 .203 .167 .031 .310 
Personal Identity .234 -.008 .045 .160 -.084 
Social Identity .17I .031 .088 .130 
Symbolic Threat .231 -.121 .302 
Realistic Threat .052 .273 
Intergroup Anxiety -.013 
Distinctiveness 
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Correlation was computed to check the strength and direction of the linear 
relationship among psychological variables. Results in table 10 present the 
relationships between the variables. It can be observed from the table that religiosity 
was significantly and positively correlated with personal identity (r=.213, p<.000) and 
social identity (r=.358, p<.000). It signifies that identification to a religious group is 
an integral part of one's identity at both the personal and social level. This 
identification directs their thinking, feeling and behavior. 
Religiosity was also significantly correlated with symbolic threat (r=.203, 
p<.000) and realistic threat (r=.167, p<.003) but it was not significantly related to 
intergroup anxiety (r=.031, p<.58). It signifies that a highly religious person is likely 
to perceive greater threat from the out-group. Their feeling of threat was mainly on 
the dimension of symbolic and realistic threat. 
A significant relationship was found between religiosity and distinctiveness 
(r=.310, p<.000) which indicates that religious identification provides its members a 
sense of separateness, a sense of uniqueness in comparison to other groups. Highly 
religious people have a strong desire to be different from members of other groups. 
As shown in table 10 there is significant association between personal identity 
and social identity (r=.234, p<.000), which is in accordance to the social identity 
theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1979, 1986). According to the theory, personal and social 
identity is highly correlated and in intergroup situations personal identity is likely to 
merge into social identity. Personal identity was significantly and positively related 
with intergroup anxiety (r-.160, p<.005) indicating that individuals whose personal 
identity is strong feel more anxiety while interacting with the members of outgroup. 
As far as social identity is concerned it appears to be significantly correlated with 
symbolic threat (r=.171, p<.003) indicating that higher the identification with the 
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group, higher will be the perception of threat. High identifiers are more likely to 
perceive threat on account of their beliefs, morals and values. 
A significant correlation also exists between social identity and distinctiveness 
(r=.130, p<.023). It signifies that the group and the social category to which an 
individual belongs, plays an important role in the development of a distinct group 
identity. The desire to be seen as different and distinct from others not only is visible 
at the individual but also at the group level hence distinctiveness plays a significant 
role in the construction of a meaningful social identity. 
Symbolic threat is significantly related with realistic threat (r=.231, p<.000). It 
means that value conflict is likely to evoke perception of threat among members of a 
group. These threats endanger the existence or physical well being of the out-group. 
Symbolic threat was significantly and negatively related to intergroup anxiety (r=-
.121, p<.034). In addition a strong positive relationship was found between symbolic 
threat and distinctiveness (r=.302, p<.000) which indicates that under a threatening 
situation people are likely to behave distinctively. They desire to maintain their 
distinct identity in response to these threats. A significant relationship has found 
between realistic threat and distinctiveness (r=.273, p<.000) indicating that 
threatening situations motivate individuals to focus on their unique and distinct aspect 
of identity. 
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Table 11 
Correlation of demographic variables and psychological variables in veil group 
(1V=199) 
Variables 	Religiosity 	Personal Social Symbolic Realistic Intergroup Distinctiveness 
Identity Identity Threat 	Threat Anxiety 
Economic Status .127 	.155 	.026 	-.043 	.110 	.115 	-.016 
Income 	.117 	.023 	.021 	-.181 	.134 	.081 	-.024 
Correlation analysis was done between demographic variable and 
psychological variables to examine the degree of relationship for the females who 
practiced veil. Findings of Table 11 show that economic status of the family was 
significantly associated with personal identity (r—.155, p<.030) suggesting that 
females coming from higher economic status family had a stronger personal identity. 
Income appears to be significantly and negatively correlated with symbolic threat (r=-
.181, p<.024) indicating that females coming from higher income group did not 
perceive greater threat to their values, beliefs and morals by members of the other 
group. 
Table 12 shows inter-correlation among psychological variables for females 
who practiced veiling. Religiosity was positively and significantly associated with 
personal identity (r=.255, p<.000) and social identity (r=.041, p<.000). This indicates 
that for these females religious categorization not only affected their group identity 
but it also had a major impact on the way they constructed their unique identity. 
Religiosity was positively correlated with distinctiveness (r=.276, p<.000) which also 
implies that for females who were more religious the desire for distinctiveness also 
got enhanced, 
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Personal identity was significantly and positively correlated with social 
identity (r=.280, p<.000) which indicates that both personal and social identity were 
closely related to each other among these females. Belonging to a group or group 
membership serves an important function for the development of personal self esteem. 
Distinctiveness also appears to be positively associated with social identity 
(r—.162, p<.022) which is also supported by the Iiterature. Social identity literature 
throws light on the desire of people to maintain positive group distinctiveness to 
enhance their self-esteem (Abrams & Hogg, 1988). 
Symbolic threat was positively correlated with realistic threat (r=.229, 
p<.001), this shows that perceived threat over one's beliefs and values also increases 
the perception of threat related to the political power and economic welfare. 
Table clearly shows a strong positive relation between distinctiveness (r=.227, 
p<.000) and symbolic threat (r=.254, p<.000) and realistic threat (r=.292, p<000) 
indicating that under threatening situations (at either resource level or the level of 
values and customs) people try to enhance their distinctiveness from other community 
in order to protect their religion, tradition and identity. 
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Table 12 
Inter-correlations between psychological variables among females who practiced veil 
(N=199) 
Variables 	Religiosity Personal Social Symbolic Realistic Intergroup Distinctiveness 
Identity Identity Threat Threat Anxiety 
Religiosity 	 .255 .041 .130 .051 .046 .276 
Personal Identity .280 .035 .079 .138 .015 
Social Identity .158 .044 .136 .162 
Symbolic Threat .229 -.058 .254 
Realistic Threat .120 .292 
Intergroup Anxiety .044 
Distinctiveness 
Table 13 
Inter-correlations between demographic and psychological variables among females 
who do not practice veil (N=107) 
Variables 	Religiosity 	Personal Social Symbolic Realistic Intergroup 	Distinctiveness 
Identity Identity Threat Threat Anxiety 
Economic Status 	.2I6 	-.039 .025 -.114 -.119 -.092 	-.129 
Income 	-.213 	.086 -.040 -.224 -.210 .059 	-.141 
Findings of table 13 show inter-correlation among demographic variables and 
psychological variables for females who do not adopt the religious symbol that is 
wear the veil, Findings of table 13 reveals that there is a significant negative 
correlation between economic status of the family and religiosity (r~.216, p<.025) 
suggesting that economic status whether low, middle or rich influences the religious 
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inclination of a person. As the economic status improves people become less inclined 
towards their religion. In addition there was a significant negative correlation between 
income and religiosity (r=-.213, p<.445). It suggests that subjects with high income 
reported less religious inclination. Income also appears to be significantly and 
negatively associated with symbolic threat (r—.224, p(.035) and realistic threat (r=-
.2 10, p<.048) indicating that lower the income of family, higher they are likely to 
perceive threat over their resources and belief system and in-turn exhibit negative 
attitude towards outgroup. 
Table 14 
Inter-correlations between psychological variables among females who do not 
practice veil (N=107) 
Variables 	Religiosit} Personal Social Symbolic Realistic Intergroup 	Distinctiveness 
Identity Identity Threat Threat Anxiety 
Religiosity 
Personal Identity 
Social Identity 
Symbolic Threat 
Realistic Threat 
Intergroup Anxiety 
Distinctiveness 
.155 	.232 	.240 	.347 .078 .326 
.159 	-.085 	-.014 .196 -.250 
.125 	-,031 .053 .036 
.186 -.165 .340 
-.029 	.215 
-.061 
Table 14 depicts the inter-correlation among psychological variables for 
females who do not adopt veil. It can be seen from the table that for females who do 
not adopt this religious symbol, there was no significant correlation between their 
personal identity and religiosity (r=.155, p<.110). Their social identity was found to 
be significantly associated with religiosity (r=.232, p<.015) implying that their 
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religious affiliation influences their sense of belongingness to a group. High 
identifiers reported higher religiosity. Religiosity among these females positively and 
significantly related to symbolic threat (r=.240, p<.012) and realistic threat (r=.347, 
p(.000). This means that religiosity affects the way people react to threat perception 
in comparison to other groups. 
A significant positive relationship exists between religiosity and 
distinctiveness (r=.326, p<.001). This indicates that highly religious females have a 
strong desire to be different from other religious groups. In addition a significant 
positive relationship also exists between personal identity and intergroup anxiety 
(r=.196, p<.042). It signifies that individuals whose personal identity is strong feel 
greater anxiety while interacting with the members of other group. Personal identity 
was significantly and negatively related to distinctiveness (r=-.250, p<.009) 
suggesting that people who have higher personal identity exhibit less desire for a 
separate and distinct social identity. Distinctiveness was also found to be significantly 
related with symbolic threat (r=.340, p<.000) which indicates that under threatening 
situations people show greater desire for a distinct identity. 
Mean comparison of veiled and non-veiled group on psychological variables 
To acquire a comprehensive understanding of the psychological variables that 
influence females to adopt visible signs of identity marker mean comparison was done 
between females adopting veil and those not adopting it. The table shows that women 
wearing veil significantly differed from those not wearing veil on religiosity (t=3.42, 
p<.001) indicating that those who practice veil are highly religious than those who did 
not wear it. On personal identity there was no significant mean difference (t=.265, 
p<.79) between veil and non-veil group. However, on social identity females 
practicing veil reported significantly stronger social identity (t=2.17, p<,031) as 
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compared to those who did not practice veil. The table also shows a significant 
difference between both the groups on symbolic threat (t=4.23, p<.000). On this 
variable females practicing veil scored higher (M= 19.58) than females who did not 
wear veil (M=18.15) indicating that females adopting veil perceived higher symbolic 
threat than non-veil females. No significant difference was found between both the 
groups on realistic threat (t=1.71, ,p<.087). On intergroup anxiety both the groups 
differed significantly (t=-2.24, p<.026). Their mean difference indicates that females 
who did not practice veil experience greater anxiety while interacting with the 
members of other group than females who practice veil. A significant mean difference 
between these two groups was also found on distinctiveness (t=2.21, p<.028) 
implying that females adopting veil reported greater desire of distinctiveness than 
females who do not wear veil 
Table 15 
Differences between veil and non-veil women on psychological variables 
Variables (veil) (non-veil) t (df-306) p 
Religiosity 72.17 (8.01) 68.92 (7.81) 3.42 .001 
Personal Identity 37.62 (4.43) 37.77 (4.44) .265 .79 
Social Identity 32.85 (4.00) 31.81 (3.94) 2.I7 .031 
Symbolic Threat 19.58 (2.93) 18.15 (2.62) 4.23 .000 
Realistic Threat 26.35 (4.74) 25.39 (4.61) 1.71 .087 
Intergroup Anxiety 36.43 (6.67) 38.27 (7.24) 2.24 .026 
Distinctiveness 24.13 (3.56) 23.17 (3.82) 2.21 .028 
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To get a comprehensive picture in the nature of relationship between various 
psychological variables in relation to identity marker the variable of social identity 
and threat were taken separately to create two levels to see how females of both the 
groups reacted on other variables in relation to that variable (for example high and 
low social identity). 
Mean comparisons between high and low identifiers for females practicing veil are 
presented in table 16. It can be observed from the table that among veil group high 
and low identifiers did not differ significantly on age, education and economic status. 
Table further shows that there was a significant mean difference between both groups 
on religiosity (t=5.46, p<.001). Mean scores on religiosity indicate that in veil group, 
females highly identified with their religious group. Table further depicts a significant 
mean difference between both groups on personal identity (t=3.15, p<.Ol) with high 
identifiers exhibiting greater personal identity. 
It can be seen from the table that high and low identifiers differed significantly 
on symbolic threat (t=2.22, p<.05) but not on realistic threat (t=.293, p<.770) and on 
intergroup anxiety (t=1.59, p<.113). It appears that females highly identifying with 
their group perceived greater symbolic threat compared to low identifiers. 
In addition high and low identifier females also differed significantly on 
distinctiveness (t=2.70, p<.01) showing that high identifier display greater desire for a 
distinct identity. 
Table 17 presents results of mean comparison between high and low identifier 
females who did not wear veil. Results presented in above table reveal that there was 
no significant difference between the means of high and low identifier on any of the 
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variables. Responses of non veil females did not differ as a result of degree of 
identification with their group as was the case for veil group. 
Table 16 
Mean difference between high and low social identity (veil group) 
Variables (Low Social (High Social t (df-199) p 
Identity) Identity) 
Age 23.27 (2.68) 22.99 (2.38) .809 .420 
Education 3.39 (1.07) 3.46 (1.05) .482 .630 
Economic Status 3.45 (.627) 3.53 (.697) .787 .432 
Religiosity 68.79 (7.39) 74.41 (7.55) 5.46 .000 
Personal Identity 36.59 (4.14) 38.47 (4.47) 3.15 .002 
Symbolic Threat 25.72 (3.69) 26.90 (4.05) 2.22 .028 
Realistic Threat 26.31(4.37) 26.50 (5.06) .293 .770 
Intergroup Anxiety 35.57 (6.77) 37.03 (6.56) 1.59 .113 
Distinctiveness 23.36 (3.59) 24.65 (337) 2.70 .007 
Table 17 
Mean D fference between high and low Identity Group (non-veil group) 
Variables 	 (Low Social 	(High Social 	t (df-107) 	p 
Identity) Identity) 
Age 23.39 (2.49) 23.76 (2.46) .715 .477 
Education 3.52 (1.06) 3.74 (1.06) .997 .322 
Economic Status 3.34 (.678) 3.50 (.773) 1.08 .285 
Religiosity 67.69 (8.13) 70.09 (7.35) 1.49 .140 
Personal Identity 37.53 (4.92) 38.29 (3.88) .817 .416 
Symbolic Threat 24.77 (3.96) 24.95 (3.87) .221 .826 
Realistic Threat 25.26 (4.65) 24.93 (4.46) .356 .723 
Intergroup Anxiety 38.11 (6.23) 39.19 (8.47) .714 .477 
Distinctiveness 23.62 (3.73) 22.57 (4.09) 1.31 .194 
88 
Table 18 
Mean Difference between high and low Symbolic Threat Group (veil group) 
Variables (Low Symbolic (High Symbolic t (df-199) p 
Threat) Threat) 
Age 23.28 (2.36) 23.00 (2.65) .791 .430 
Education 3.43 (1.04) 3.43 (1.07) .004 .997 
Economic Status 3.49 (.634) 3.49 (.691) .036 .971 
Religiosity 69.85 (7.96) 73.35 (7.66) 3.25 .001 
Personal Identity 37.5I (4.44) 37.67 (4.40) .265 .792 
Social Identity 32.00 (3.26) 33.38 (4.54) 2.49 .013 
Realistic Threat 24.73 (4.83) 27.79 (4.21) 4.93 .000 
Intergroup Anxiety 35.86 (6.05) 36.74 (7.16) .944 .346 
Distinctiveness 22.81 (3.05) 25.06 (3.57) 4.86 .000 
Table 18 shows mean comparison values between high and low symbolic 
threat groups of those females who practiced veil. It can be seen from the above table 
that there was no significant mean difference between both groups on age, education 
and economic status. On religiosity the table displays a significant mean difference 
between both groups (t=3.25, p<.001) indicating that females in high symbolic threat 
group are more religious. 
When compared on personal and social identity high and low symbolic threat 
female group did not differ significantly on personal identity (t=.265, p<.792) but a 
significant mean difference was found between the groups on social identity (t=2.49, 
p<.05). Their mean scores show that females in high symbolic threat group strongly 
identified with their group than females in low symbolic threat group. 
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In addition table also depicts a significant mean difference between the scores 
of both groups on realistic threat (t=4.93, p<.001) with females experiencing more 
symbolic threat also reporting greater realistic threat. No significant difference was 
found between both the groups on intergroup anxiety (t=.944, p<.346). On 
distinctiveness both groups differed significantly (1=4.86, p<.001) with females under 
high symbolic threat condition exhibiting greater tendency towards distinctiveness. 
Table 19 
Mean Difference between high and low Symbolic Threat Group (non veil group) 
Variables 	(Low Symbolic (High Symbolic t (df-107) p 
Threat) 	Threat) 
Age 23.65 (2.53) 23.43 (2.40) .445 .657 
Education 3.61 (1.02) 3.63 (1.13) .063 .950 
Economic Status 3.49 (.663) 3.30 (.791) 1.28 .205 
Religiosity 67.13 (7.53) 71.00 (7.82) 2.44 .017 
Personal Identity 38.25 (4.74) 37.33 (4.09) .998 .321 
Social Identity 31.51 (3.76) 32.15 (4.14) .786 .434 
Realistic Threat 23.45 (4.07) 27.40 (4.19) 4.61 .000 
Intergroup Anxiety 38.98 (5.53) 38.05 (9.23) .613 .541 
Distinctiveness 22.35 (3.01) 24.28 (4.69) 2.44 .017 
Table 19 depicts results oft test between high and low symbolic threat groups 
for females not practicing veil. Results presented in above table show that on age, 
education and economic status there was no significant mean difference between both 
groups. 
Further table displays a significant mean comparison scores between both 
groups on religiosity (t=2.44, p<.05) signifying that greater threat was experienced by 
highly religious people. 
Mean scores of high and low symbolic threat group did not differ significantly 
on personal identity (t=.998, p<.321), social identity (t=.786, p<.434) and intergroup 
anxiety (1=.613, p<.541). Moreover, there was a significant mean difference between 
both groups on realistic threat (t-4.61, p<.001) with females who experienced higher 
symbolic threat also perceiving more realistic threat. On distinctiveness both groups 
differed significantly (t=2.44, p<A5) suggesting that with an increase in the symbolic 
threat females desire to be different also increases. 
Table 20 
Mean Difference between high and low Realistic Threat Group (veil group) 
Variables 	(Low Realistic 	(High Realistic 	t (df-199) p 
Threat) 	Threat) 
Age 23.46 (2.35) 22.93 (2.61) 1.46 .146 
Education 3.55 (1.11) 3.36 (1.02) 1.26 .211 
Economic Status 3.42 (.594) 3.53 (.699) 1.18 .240 
Religiosity 71.24 (8.00) 72.09 (7.96) .745 .457 
Personal Identity 37.55 (4.78) 37.62 (4.21) .103 .918 
Social Identity 32.80 (3.93) 32.74 (4.16) .103 .918 
Symbolic Threat 24.67 (4.12) 27.29 (3.48) 4.90 .000 
Intergroup Anxiety 35.26 (6.94) 36.95 (6.46) 1.77 .078 
Distinctiveness 22.79 (3.33) 24.76 (3.44) 4.04 .000 
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Table 20 summarizes mean comparison values of high and low realistic threat 
groups for respondents who practiced veil. It can be seen from the table that except on 
symbolic threat (t:=4.90, p<.001) and on distinctiveness (t=4.04, p<.001) both groups 
did not differ significantly on other variables. Results presented in table show that 
people who perceive higher realistic threat also reported threat over their values and 
beliefs and in-turn also exhibited a strong motivation of maintaining their 
separateness from others. 
Table 21 
Mean difference  between high and low realistic threat (Non-Veil Group) 
Variables 	(Low Realistic 	(High Realistic 	t (df-107) 	p 
Threat) Threat) 
Age 23.69 (2.38) 23.4I (2.59) .543 .588 
Education 3.67 (1.01) 3.56 (1.12) .493 .623 
Economic Status 3.57 (.755) 3.23 (.642) 2.35 .021 
Religiosity 66.14 (7.13) 71.79 (7.61) 3.74 .000 
Personal Identity 37.69 (4.72) 38.07 (4.23) .412 .681 
Social Identity 31.92 (4.09) 31.61 (3.74) .381 .704 
Symbolic Threat 23.25 (3.59) 26.70 (3.43) 4.77 .000 
Intergroup Anxiety 39.16 (6.05) 37.93 (8.52) .816 .417 
Distinctiveness 22.67 (3.18) 23.73 (4.58) 1.33 .188 
Table 21 presents mean differences between high and low realistic groups for 
females who did not practice veil. Table shows that there was no significant 
difference between both groups on age and education but on economic status both 
groups differed significantly (t=2.35, p<.05). Mean scores of both groups reveal that 
females coming from lower economic status perceived more realistic threat compared 
92 
to those who came from better economic status. Further on religiosity both groups 
differed significantly (t=3.74, p<.001) indicating that females in high realistic threat 
group are more religious. There was no significant difference between both groups as 
far as personal identity, social identity, intergroup anxiety and distinctiveness were 
concerned but on symbolic threat both groups differed significantly (t=4.77, p< 001). 
Their mean scores reveal that females reporting greater realistic threat are also high 
on symbolic threat. 
Table 2.2 
Mean d fference between high and low Intergroup Anxiety Group (veil group) 
Variables 	(Low Intergroup 	(High Intergroup 	t (df-199) p 
Anxiety) Anxiety) 
Age 23.31 (2.81) 22.95 (2.22) 1.06 .290 
Education 3.45 (1.05) 3.41 (1.06) .262 .794 
Economic Status 3.45 (.622) 3.54 (.703) .988 .324 
Religiosity 70.89 (7.89) 72.62 (7.98) 1.59 .114 
Personal Identity 36.93 (4.13) 38.22 (4.59) 2.14 .033 
Social Identity 32.27 (3.88) 33.23 (4.20) 1.72 .087 
Symbolic Threat 26.48 (3.83) 26.23 (4.02) .456 .649 
Realistic Threat 26.11 (4.71) 26.71 (4.78) .920 .359 
Distinctiveness 23.66 (3.33) 24.42 (3.68) 1.58 .116 
Table 22 demonstrates mean comparison values between high and low 
intergroup anxiety groups for females who adopt veil. Results show that except on 
personal identity (t=2.14, p<.05) both groups did not differ significantly on other 
variables. Mean values suggest that females in high intergroup anxiety group reported 
a strong personal identity. 
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Table 23 
Mean difference  between high and low Intergroup Anxiety (Non-veil Group) 
Variables 	(Low Intergroup 	(High Intergroup 	t (df-107) p 
Anxiety) Anxiety) 
Age 23.31 (2.40) 23.71 (2.52) .776 .440 
Education 3.63 (1.17) 3.61 (1.00) .081 .936 
Economic Status 3.47 (.696) 3.37-(.740) .649 .518 
Religiosity 67.86 (7.02) 69.31 (8.32) .869 .387 
Personal Identity 37.19 (4.89) 38.27 (4.21) 1.14 .258 
Social Identity 31.42 (3.86) 32.00 (3.97) .703 .484 
Symbolic Threat 25.67 (4.05) 24.36 (3.76) 1.60 .113 
Realistic Threat 25.97 (4.90) 24.59 (4.27) 1.44 .152 
Distinctiveness 23.67 (4.06) 22.85 (3.81) .991 .324 
Results oft test. between high and Iow intergroup anxiety groups for females 
not practicing veil were presented in table 23. We can infer from the above table that 
there was no significant mean difference between both the groups. 
Prediction of Distinctiveness among Different Groups 
The regression table 24 shows that 18% variance in distinctiveness amongst 
females practicing veil was predicted by the joint combination of age, education, 
economic status, religiosity, personal identity, social identity, symbolic threat, 
realistic threat, and intergroup anxiety . The predictors significantly predicted the 
criterion variable, that is distinctiveness (F= 4.56, (9, 187) p< .000). Of the nine 
predictors the Beta coefficients show that Religiosity, Symbolic Threat and realistic 
threat contributed significantly in the prediction of distinctiveness. The Beta value 
clearly indicates that of the three significant predictors religiosity (R=.23) and realistic 
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threat (f=-.23) contributed most in the prediction of distinctiveness followed by 
symbolic threat ((3=.17). 
Table 24 
Prediction of distinctiveness among women practicing veil 
Variables 	 0 	 t 	p 
Age .033 .382 .703 
Education .12 1.34 .182 
Economic Status .07 1.00 .319 
Religiosity .23 3.22 .002 
Personal Identity .07 .971 .333 
Social Identity .04 .601 .549 
Symbolic Threat .17 2.40 .017 
Realistic Threat .23 3.34 .001 
Intergroup Anxiety .04 .547 .585 
R2= .I 8, F=4.56, df= (9,187), p= .000 
Table 25 shows that 15% variance in distinctiveness amongst females who did 
not practice veil was predicted by the joint contribution of age, education, economic 
status, religiosity, personal identity, social identity, symbolic threat, realistic threat 
and intergroup anxiety. The predictors significantly predicted the criterion variable, 
that is distinctiveness (F= 1.93, (9, 96) p< .05). Of the nine predictor variables the 
beta coefficients show that Religiosity and Symbolic Threat predicted distinctiveness 
significantly. The beta value clearly shows that of the two significant predictors 
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symbolic threat (R=.25) contributed most in the prediction of distinctiveness followed 
by religiosity (13=.24). 
Table 25 
Prediction of distinctiveness among women not practicing veil 
Variables t p 
Age .07 .603 .548 
Education .08 .695 .489 
Economic Status .09 .870 .387 
Religiosity .24 2.13 .036 
Personal Identity .10 1.04 .303 
Social Identity .07 .745 .458 
Symbolic Threat .25 2.46 .016 
Realistic Threat .04 .391 .697 
Intergroup Anxiety .02 .187 .852 
R2= .15, F=1.93, df (9,96),p= .05 
DISCUSSION 
Dress codes adopted by a selected group of people, community or nations are 
symbols that have social significance. They serve as identity markers where these 
dress codes are used as tools to create the `us' versus 'them' divide. On the 
psychological level these markers get internalized in the self-concept of people who 
identify with these groups. As a result these dress codes assume social psychological 
significance. The veil, adopted by Muslim females, is one such identity marker that 
has attracted a lot of attention in recent times. Apart from making a religious 
statement it serves various functions. 
The trend amongst Muslim women to wear the hijab has grown rapidly in both 
Muslim-majority countries and the West, generally indicates an increasing degree of 
Muslim religiosity worldwide. But besides religiosity in contemporary times it has 
become a symbol for diverse things. There is a gap between the general understanding 
regarding this Islamic dress-code. Practitioners and non-practitioners tried to interpret 
this dress-code in their own way. One line of researches defined it as a marker of 
women suppression (Hirsi, 2006; Afshar, 1998; Moghadam, 1991; El Saadawi, 1999), 
while other considered it Islamist and secularist symbol of personal and social 
religiosity (Koker, 2009), a symbol of piety-of being a believing Muslim (Essers & 
Benschop, 2009; Chehabi, 1993; Patel, 2010), and that offers greater degree of social 
mobility while maintaining the valuable characteristics of modesty and chastity 
(Heyat, 2008; Singerman, 1997; Newcomb, 2007). Saharso and Lettinga (2008) 
content analyzed select daily newspapers and found that veil is regarded as a symbol 
of patriarchy where Muslim women are forced to wear it by their husbands or 
community. This viewpoint is endorsed by a large number of researchers that women 
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adopted this practice out of the pressure of patriarchal culture, their families and 
husbands (Kelek, 2005; Dwyer, 1999; Alexander, 2000). 
According to Brewer (2003) meaningful self-conceptualization is not merely a 
by-product of cognitive categorization but is a psychological need. People seek a level 
of distinctiveness, which combines a certain level of assimilation into a category with 
a degree of uniqueness for that category vis-A-vis, other categories. Thus the need for 
distinctiveness holds interesting implications for members of a minority group. As 
Muslims constitute a minority, where females find them marginalized within the 
community (a double minority) their increasing preference for a particular dress code 
may provide that distinctiveness in comparison to members of other religious groups 
and also from the male members of their community. It is this display and assertion of 
group behavior in public that has attracted attention of researchers. It is instrumental 
in making a social, political as much as a religious statement of identity and 
ideological commitment. At the macro level one can witness a movement towards 
assimilation of small groups with larger groups. But simultaneously one also comes 
across groups, be it the tribal communities, linguistic minorities or females, who are 
fighting for their separate identity. The need for 'recognition' or the painful 
experiences of 'misrecognition' (Taylor, 1994) may compel people to adopt visible 
identity markers. It was this observation that made us interested in the dress code that 
is increasingly being adopted by educated women not only in Islamic countries but 
also in the West. 
Relationship among Various Psychological Variables 
The trend of relationship between variables indicates that religiosity had a 
significant positive relation with personal identity, social identity, symbolic threat, 
realistic threat and distinctiveness. It implies that people who are very religious have a 
stronger identification with their religious groups. Stronger identification with their 
religious group made them vulnerable to any threat be it on account of values, 
tradition, norms and resources. This religious identification results in ingroup 
favoritism and outgroup discrimination which enhances their desire to be different 
from the members of other groups. This finding is in consonance with social identity 
theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1986) that postulates that under a threatening situation 
people strive to maintain a positive and distinctive social identity e.g. through 
showing an increased inclination towards ingroup. Thus a female who wears veil may 
have a stronger inclination towards her religious beliefs but in an intergroup setting it 
also serves as a marker for group affiliation. In this context veil can be seen as an 
expression of not only her personal choice but also a statement of her desire for 
distinctiveness. 
A strong correlation between personal and social identity was also seen. 
According to Deaux (1992) personal and social identity may be linked and create a 
unique way of expressing membership in a particular group. Henley, (2004) and 
Amir-Moazami, (2001) revealed that Young French women claimed that the h jab is 
`part of my identity' and argued that they should be able to show `who and what we 
are'. Veil symbolizes their personal and collective identification with specific array of 
Islamic faith. For these women it also serves as a marker of social differentiation from 
the Christian mainstream (Alvi, Hoodfar, & McDonough, 2003). 
Further findings revealed that females practicing veil had strong correlation 
between perception of symbolic and realistic threat and desire to enhance their 
distinctiveness. These findings were consistent with the findings of Singh (1988) who 
investigated that minority students attempt to exhibit their identity in terms of their 
religion in order to maintain their distinctiveness and positive self esteem. On the 
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other hand, results of females who do not practice veil revealed that their religious 
belongingness did not have significant relation with their personal identity but it was 
related, to their social identity. Moreover females who had strong personal identity 
experienced greater anxiety in intergroup interactions, but their desire to enhance their 
distinctiveness was high only when they perceived any threat to their values not their 
resources. 
Difference between Veil and Non-Veil Groups 
Females practicing veil differed from those females who did not practice veil 
with respect to religiosity, social identity, symbolic threat, intergroup anxiety and 
distinctiveness. It was found that females practicing veil were more religious, strongly 
identified with their group, perceived greater symbolic threat and had greater desire to 
enhance their distinctiveness compared to females who did not wear veil. Atasoy 
(2006) reported that women considered veil as a powerful symbol of their social 
identification with Islam and cultural definition of their personal identity. The act of 
veiling provides a sense of identity, self mastery and purpose (Brenner, 1996). 
Females not adopting this symbol feel greater anxiety while interacting with the 
members of outgroup compared to females who practiced this symbol. It appears that 
in an intergroup situation the female who is not wearing veil experiences greater 
uneasiness and awkwardness compared to a veiled female. In the narratives of 
females in the first study it was clear that they considered the veil as a shield that 
gives confidence to them. 
Veil as an Identity Marker 
The findings of the present study revealed that very religious females who 
wear hijab had strong personal and social identity and wanted to achieve a distinct 
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identity compared to less religious females. Supporting this finding Atasoy, (2006) 
also reported that women practicing veil said that "As turban adopted by Sikhs is a 
symbol of their cultural differences, similarly veil is a symbol of our self-confidence, 
dignity and cultural recognition and give us a sense of collective Islamic identity'. 
They adopted it to defend the cultural distinctiveness of their community and also to 
realize their personal identity. On the other hand females who did not wear veil but 
are very religious had a stronger personal identity in comparison to social identity. 
Females who wear veil and highly identified with their group appear to be 
more religious and had a strong personal identity and perceived greater symbolic 
threat than low identifiers. Peek (2005) suggested that these religious dresses serve as 
an important marker or visual cue which is likely to enhance one's self conceptions. It 
enhances or promotes personal identity through simultaneously preserving group 
cohesion. ISNA (Islamic Society of North America) viewed veil as a mark of identity 
within a distinctive community of Muslims. 
Threat Perception among Females Practicing Veil and Not Practicing Veil 
Results reveal that females wearing veil perceived significantly greater 
symbolic threat and intergroup anxiety compared to those not wearing veil. Further a 
veiled female reporting greater symbolic threat also had a stronger social identity, and 
perceived more realistic threat compared to those who had low symbolic threat. 
According to Ahmed (1982, 1992) veiling symbolizes a potentially liberating act by 
Muslim females and signals a distinct cultural experience rooted in indigenous 
Islamic culture. It can empower women in their resistance to structures of 
subordination. 
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Results further show that in general females experiencing greater intergroup 
anxiety also reported stronger group identification but when veiled and non-veiled 
groups were compared separately then those who felt more intergroup anxiety had 
stronger personal identity compared to those who felt less anxiety (in the veil group). 
Prediction of Distinctiveness on the Basis of Different Psychological Variables 
The main findings show that religiosity, symbolic threat and realistic threat 
contributed significantly in the prediction of distinctiveness for females who practice 
veil while for females who did not practice veil religiosity and symbolic threat were 
important predictors. This clearly indicates that the desire for distinctiveness is not 
only explained by level of identification with a group. It is also influenced by the level 
of ideological commitment along with the perception of threat in an intergroup 
situation. 
It appears that when females feel realistically or symbolically threatened by an 
out-group, they try to assert a distinct identity which is different from others. This 
notion is supported by social identity theory (Tajfel, 1978) that people who identify 
with a group (e.g. religious group) consider their ingroup as an important part of their 
identity and in-turn are highly motivated to react to any threats to these groups. The 
rising trend of veiling amongst educated Muslim females may be seen as one such 
attempt to assert the distinctiveness of their group identity in an intergroup context. It 
may be considered as a way to behave in compensatory self-symbolizing process. 
They strive to adopt this socially recognized symbol to assert a distinct and desired 
social identity. The symbolic self-completion theory (Wickland & Gollwitzer, 1981), 
also postulates that people use material possessions and other socially recognized 
indicators as symbols of their identity. These symbols are used to represent the group 
identity. Apart from being an integral part of their identity it also gives them a sense 
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of uniqueness in the larger social context. They adopt this symbol to protect their 
valuable identity, and to enhance their uniqueness. 
Conclusion 
The findings of the present study clearly establishes the fact that apart from 
being a religious statement the veil for a young educated Muslim female also 
symbolized their social as well as personal identity. Further high social identifiers 
reported greater religiosity and greater perception of threat. Though in general 
Muslim females reported perception of threat but females adopting the veil reported 
greater symbolic threat while those not wearing the veil reported greater intergroup 
anxiety. It appears that in an intergroup context a Muslim female experiences greater 
anxiety when interacting with members of the other group but females wearing veil 
despite the visibility of their group affiliation did not report anxiety. The practice of 
veiling may be in relation to the perception of threat to their values and customs hence 
an educated female may be more confident in an intergroup situation as it gives them 
a means to assert their distinctiveness. 
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STUDY-3 
India is a land of diversity, where people of different religion, sects and 
languages live together. It is always said that the integrity of India lies in its diversity. 
Despite being different ideologically, culturally they form an integral part of the 
country. The interesting aspect is that most of the groups try to preserve their unique 
characteristics or adopt something different so that they are identifiable as members-of 
that group. For example people from upper caste used to wear a small ponytail as sign 
of superiority while a Muslim cleric used to spot a beard. The Sikhs used to carry a 
kerpain and Christians wore the cross. Many such markers enable the group to 
maintain their distinct social identity. 
Even in this fast changing society, which is witnessing unprecedented growth 
in technology, education and lifestyle, there are certain markers which have been 
mandatory for group members. Dress code is one such identity marker. Almost all 
religious groups in India, Hindus, Muslims and Christians have traditional educational 
institutions where specific dress codes have been prescribed. Saffron robes are used 
by Hindus, a typical white kurta pyjama with a unique scarf by Muslims and a white 
habit is worn by Christian students studying in their respective traditional schools. 
These dress codes are not simply a uniform prescribed by the school but they also 
embody their religious identity. Just like the veil symbolizes the Muslim identity, 
similarly these other dress codes also are symbolic of their respective religious 
identity. 
Apart from dress-codes, people from different religions adopt various other 
religious symbols which sometimes convey different meanings to different people. 
For example in 1995 there was a practice of placing crucifix in every Germany 
Bavarian classroom which created a heated controversy in contemporary European 
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states (Auslander, 2000). Parents demanded to remove this religious symbol from 
educational institutions as their children get traumatized (Schwartz, 1995). But 
government rejected their plea saying that the crucifix was a valuable symbol of the 
general Christian-Occidental tradition (Kinzer, 1995). People representing majority 
and minority cultures responded to these crises through constructing and asserting 
identities and through dividing the boundaries between `us' and `them'. 
Studies suggested that individuals exhibited a strong tendency to enhance their 
identity through differentiating their own group from out group (Tajfel, 1982; Tajfel 
& Turner, 1979). According to the social identity theory positive social identity is 
generally based on favorable intergroup comparisons (Tajfel & Turner, 1986). SIT's 
central assumption is that threatening intergroup situations motivate people to 
maintain or restore a positive and distinctive social identity e.g. through increasing the 
difference between ingroup and outgroup. Literature suggests that negative 
stereotypes, cultural differences, and the extent to which outgroups are perceived 
threatening to the integrity of ingroup plays an important role to motivate people for 
distinctiveness (see Hagendoorn, 1995; Verkuyten, Hagendoorn, & Masson, 1996). 
It was evident from ancient time that people adopted codes and strategies that 
governed their life. For example in ancient and contemporary forms of Judaism, 
people used to design certain codes and parameters that structured every aspect of 
their life (Valins, 2000). In his exploration, Valins discovered that orthodox Jews 
considered education as the base of their existence, a means to flourish their religion. 
So they developed a network of schools that taught a separate version of Jewish 
language and trained the youths their customs, folkways, values and versions of the 
life that made them conscious of their own traditions. It enhanced their distinctiveness 
that made their assimilation in the outside world impossible (Heilman, 1992). 
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From the above observation it is clear that it is a basic human tendency to 
enhance their uniqueness. This not only is restricted to the personal level only, but 
gets translated to the group level. Every group tries to highlight their distinctiveness 
so as to preserve their separate identity. This process of 'othering' may be achieved in 
several ways but clothing is a marker that becomes very powerful due to its visibility. 
Hence most of the groups try to adopt some form of dress code. From basketball 
teams, cricket teams to religious groups the dress code serves as instrumented 
function. It embodies the social identity. 
After exploring the social and psychological reality behind the veil, it was 
decided to extend the research to other groups for whom dress code was an 
embodiment of their religious identity. As the veil is seen as an expression of their 
social identity, the students studying traditional Hindu, Muslim and Christian schools 
also adopted a dress code that reflected their social identity. It was this aim in mind 
that the present study tries to explore the factors that influenced the adoption of 
visible markers of group identity by these groups. 
Objective of the Study 
1- To explore the social psychological dynamics in the adoption of visible signs of 
group identity. 
2- To examine the level of identification amongst members of the three groups. 
3- To investigate the level of threat perception amongst Hindus, Muslims and 
Christians, and 
4- To explore whether Hindu, Muslim and Christian differed in relation to their need 
for distinctiveness. 
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Hypotheses 
The main hypotheses of the study was as follows 
1- The need for distinctiveness will be higher amongst Muslims in comparison to 
Hindus and Christians. 
2- In comparison to Hindus, Muslims and Christians will perceive greater threat. 
3- Groups reporting greater religiosity will also be high on social identity. 
4- Distinctiveness will be higher in groups that are high on social identification and 
perception of threat. 
Method 
Sample 
The present study took three religious groups (Hindu, Muslim and Christians) 
who belonged to institutions that adopted certain group markers. Hindu wear saffron 
and white colored dhoti, kurta and keep choti, Muslim male students wear traditional 
salwar-kameez, topi, have beard and carry a special scarf f on their shoulders, while 
Christians' wear a cross, a symbol of their religion and often wear a 'white robe. 
Respondents for this study . were taken from traditional schools with emphasis on 
religious teaching along with modem education. 117 Hindu students were contacted 
from various traditional schools in Rishikesh, 97 Muslim from the Madrasa in 
Muzzaffarnagar and 59 Christians from a missionary school in Meerut. 
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Table 26 
Age profile of respondents 
Hindu 	 Muslim 	 Christian 
Range 	Frequency Valid % Frequency Valid % Frequency Valid % 
18-21 	82 	70.09 	83 	85.57 	28 	47.46 
22-25 	25 	21.37 	11 	11.34 	6 	10.17 
26-29 3 2.56 1 1.03 6 10.17 
30-33 7 6.0 1 1.03 19 32.20 
Table 26 presents the age profile of the respondents belonging to different 
religious groups. Age range of the respondents from Hindu group was 18 to 33 years 
(mean= 20.52 year) with 70.09% of them falling in the range of 18 to 21 years, 
21.37% respondents in the range of 22 to 25 years, 2.56% in 26 to 29 years and 6.0% 
in the range of 30 to 33 years. However age range of the respondents from Muslim 
group was 18 to 33 years (mean= 19.89- year) with 85.57% of them falling in the 
range of 18 to 21 years, 11.34% in the range of 22 to 25 years, 1.03% in the age range 
of 26 to 29 years and 1.03% in the range of 30 to 33 years. The age range of Christian 
respondents was 18 to 33 years (mean- 24.73 year) with 47.46% of them falling in 
the range of 18 to 21 years, 10.17% respondents in the range of 22 to 25 years, 
10.17% in 26 to 29 years and 32.20% in the range of 30 to 33 years. The overall age 
profile of the total sample shows that majority of the respondents were in the age 
range of 18 to 21 years. 
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Table 27 
Educational Background of the Sample 
Hindu 	 Muslim 	 Christian 
Frequency Valid % Frequency Valid % Frequency Valid % 
Below Graduation 44 37.6 46 47.4 30 50.8 
Graduation 47 40.2 - - 12 20.3 
Post-graduation 13 11.1 6 6.2 13 22.0 
Professional 13 11.1 - - 4 6.8 
Literate - - 45 46.4 - - 
Table 28 
Marital Status of Respondents 
Hindu 	 Muslim 	 Christian 
Frequency Valid % Frequency Valid % Frequency Valid % 
Married 	7 	6.0 	5 	5.2 	20 	33.9 
Unmarried 110 	94.0 	90 	92.8 	39 	66.1 
The educational breakup presented in table 27, clearly shows that in all the 
groups the highest percentages (37.6% in Hindu category and 47.4% in Muslim 
category and 50.8% in Christian group) were of below graduate students. Further 
40.2% Hindu respondents and 20.3% of Christian respondents were graduates. Table 
further shows that in all the three groups 11.1% Hindu's, 6.2% Muslim and 22.0% 
Christian's group were post-graduate followed by 11.1% Hindu's and 6.8% 
Christian's being professional. In Muslim sample 46.4% respondents fell in the 
category of hafiz, which means that they were simply literate. 
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Table 28 shows that majority of the students were unmarried (94.0% of Hindu's, 
92.8% of Muslim's and 66.1% Christian's). Only 6.0% Hindu respondents, 5.2% 
Muslim's and 33.9% Christian respondents were married. 
Table 29 
Residential Background of the Respondents 
Hindu 	 Muslim 	 Christian 
Frequency Valid % Frequency Valid % Frequency Valid % 
Rural 	57 48.7 67 70.5 54 91.5 
Urban 	58 49.6 28 29.5 5 8.5 
Table 29 depicts the residential background of the respondents. The table 
clearly shows that the sample was more from the rural area. For Hindu's 48.7% 
respondents came from rural background while 49.6% came from urban area. Among 
Muslim respondents 70.5% came from rural area while 29.5% belonged to urban 
areas. While in the Christian group 91.5% respondents came from rural background 
while only 8.5% belonged to the urban background. 
Table 30 
Family Type of the Respondents 
Hindu 	 Muslim 	 Christian 
Frequency Valid % Frequency Valid % Frequency Valid % 
Joint 	46 	81.1 	77 	40.4 	35 	59.3 
Nuclear 68 	18.9 18 	59.6 24 	40.7 
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As far as the family structure is concerned (table 30), 81.1% of the 
respondents from Hindu group belonged to joint family while 18.9% respondents 
belonged to a nuclear family set up. In Muslim group 40.4% respondents belonged to 
joint family while 59.6% came from nuclear family system. On the other hand in the 
Christian group 59.3% respondents had joint family while 40.7% respondents 
belonged to nuclear family. 
Table 31 
Economic Status of the Respondents 
Hindu Muslim Christian 
Frequency Valid % Frequency Valid % Frequency Valid % 
Very Low 6 5.3 - - 8 13.6 
Lower middle 19 16.8 5 5.3 21 35.6 
Middle 85 75.2 58 61.7 30 50.8 
Upper middle 3 2.7 19 20.2 - - 
Rich - - 10 10.6 - - 
Very rich - - 2 2.1 - 
Table 31 indicates the economic status of the respondents. It can be seen from 
the table that 75.2% Hindu respondents belonged to the middle class, 16.2% 
respondents belonged to Iower middle class, 5.3% had a very low economic status and 
only 2.7% came from upper middle class. In case of Muslim's 5.3% respondents came 
from lower middle category, 61.7% were from the middle class, 20.2% belonged to 
upper middle category, 10.6% were rich, and only 2.1% respondents fell in the very 
rich economic class. In the Christian sample 50.8% respondents belonged to the 
middle class, 35.6% from lower middle class and 13.6% respondents came from very 
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low economic background. The overall profile of economic status of the respondents 
clearly indicates that in all the three religious groups majority of the respondents had a 
middle class background. 
Measures 
The same questionnaire that was used previously in study 2 was administered 
in this study. It contained, demographic details along with religiosity, personal 
identity, social identity, intergroup threat and distinctiveness scale. The alpha value of 
the scales for this study is shown in the table 32. As the sample for the study came 
from traditional schools the questionnaire was translated into Urdu and Hindi. The 
procedure used for translation was first the English version was translated into Urdu 
and Hindi respectively and to check the authenticity of the translation it was back 
translated into English again. 
Table 32 
Cronbech alpha for each scale 
Scales 	Alpha 
Personal Identity 	.56 
Social Identity 	.76 
Symbolic Threat 	.71 
Realistic Threat 	.85 
Intergroup Anxiety 	.64 
Perception of Threat 	.81  
Distinctiveness 	.78 
Religiosity 	.82 
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Procedure 
Hindu, Muslim and Christian students who studied in traditional schools were 
approached for the study(After getting permission's rom the head of the institute(ach 
respondent was approached personally and was requested to participate in the study. 
They were briefly told about the purpose of the study and how it was important for 
research. After establishing rapport and getting their permission the questionnaire was 
administered. The questionnaire was self-administered. Information regarding age, 
gender, education, family type, residential background, economic status and income 
was inquired in the demographic information section.Affterwards, respondents were 
requested to rate themselves on a religiosity scale followed by personal identity, 
social identity, symbolic threat, realistic threat, intergroup anxiety and distinctiveness. 
(They were assured that the information given by them will be kept confidential and 
their responses will be used only for research purposes. Subjects were instructed by 
the researcher to give honest responses. The administration of the questionnaire took 
I5-20 minutes (approximately) and was administered in just one sitting. Few 
respondents who agreed to be part of the study did not complete the questionnaire 
(30-40). The respondents were required to answer all the questions. After the 
respondents completed the questionnaires they were thanked for their cooperation) 
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RESULTS 
Correlation was computed between the variables for the total sample. Further 
the correlations were • computed separately for each of the three groups to see the 
nature of relationship in them. 
Table 33 
Inter-correlations between demographic variables and psychological variables 
(N2 73). 
Variables Religiosity Personal Social Symbolic Realistic Intergroup Distinctiveness 
Identity Identity Threat Threat Anxiety 
Age -.219 -.192 -.206 -.116 -.080 .029 .198 
Gender .291 -.010 .160 .185 .I42 .016 -.066 
Religion -.557 .166 -.469 -.535 -.586 -.081 -.191 
Education .510 .025 .381 .519 .666 .090 .337 
Education of Mother .280 .084 .272 .293 .392 .119 .104 
Education of Father .332 .127 .339 .326 .443 .087 .101 
Marital Status .174 .150 .103 .096 .070 -.020 -.118 
Residential -.029 .165 .086 .019 -.054 .078 -.062 
Background 
Family Type -.291 .069 -.139 -.128 -.219 .003 -.079 
Economic 	Status 	of .282 -.056 .274 .232 .284 .031 .212 
The Family 
The results presented in Table 33 show that age was significantly but 
negatively related to religiosity (r=-.219, p<.001) showing that as people get older 
they became less inclined towards their religion. Table also shows a negative but 
significant correlation between age and personal identity (r=-.192, p<.001) and social 
identity (i-.206 p<.001). It appears that with growing age personal and social 
identity of a person become weak. The correlation between age and distinctiveness 
114 
was positively significant (r—.198, p<.001) which indicates that as age increases the 
desire for distinctiveness of groups members also increases. It means that with 
growing age people aspire to attain a distinct or separate identity in society. Age was 
not significantly related with other variables. 
Table further shows a significant correlation between gender categorization 
and religiosity (r=.291, p<.001), social identity (r=.160, p<.001), symbolic threat 
(r=.185, p<.001) and realistic threat (r=.142, p<.05). Educational status of respondents 
was also significantly related (r=.510, p<.001) to religiosity. It indicates that highly 
educated people are more religious. Educational status was also significantly 
associated with social identity (r=.381, p<.001), which suggests that with education, 
the social identity of a person becomes more strong. It appears that among educated 
people their sense of belongingness to a group is much stronger. 
Further a significant positive relationship was also found between education 
and symbolic threat (r=.519, p(.001) and realistic threat (r=.666, p<.001). It shows 
that education made people more sensitive to different kinds of threats like threats 
over their values, beliefs, traditions and threats for their well-beings, their life, and 
their religion. Education was also significantly related to distinctiveness (i=.337, 
p<.001). It means that with education people exhibit a strong desire for 
distinctiveness. 
Table also depicts a significant positive relation between religiosity and 
educational status of the mothers (r=.280, p<.001) and fathers (r=.332, p<.001) of the 
respondents indicating that children of educated parents tend to be more religious. 
There was also a significant positive relationship between educational status of father 
and personal (r=.127, p<.05) and social identity (r.339, p<.001). Mother's 
educational status was also found to be significantly correlated with social identity 
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(r^.272, p<.001). It implies that educational status of parents has a positive impact on 
both personal and collective self-esteem of their children. There was a significant 
association between mother's education and symbolic threat (r=,293, p<.001), 
realistic threat (r--.392, p<.001) and intergroup anxiety (r=.119, p<.05). Educational 
background of father was also found to influence the perception of symbolic (r=.326, 
p<.001) and realistic (i—.443, p<.001) threat among their children. Children of 
educated parents are more well informed and as these children highly identify with 
their ingroup, they are more likely to react negatively towards outgroup if it threatens 
their groups' integrity, values, morality, competence and safety. Marital status of the 
respondents was significantly and positively correlated with religiosity (r-.174, 
p<.001) and personal identity (x=.150, p<.05). 
There was a significant association between residential background (whether 
respondents belonged to rural or urban background) and personal identity of the 
respondents (r=.165, p<.001). Table also depicts a significant but negative relation 
between family type and religiosity (r=-.291, p<.001). In addition there was a 
significant negative association between family type and social identity of the people 
(r=-.139, p<.05). Family type was also found to be significantly but negatively 
associated with symbolic threat (r=-.128, p<.05) and realistic threat (r=-.219, p<.001). 
It can be further seen from the table that economic status of the family of the 
respondents significantly and positively associated with religiosity (r=.282, p<.001) 
suggesting that respondents coming from strong economic background were more 
inclined towards their religion. A significant positive relation was also found between 
economic status and social identity (r.274, p<.00I). Economic status of the family 
was also found to influence perception of threat among respondents. Result shows 
that people coming from good economic background report high level of symbolic 
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(r=.232, p<.001) and realistic threat (x.284, p<.001). They tend to exhibit greater 
tendency to maintain their traditions, values and beliefs. A strong correlation was also 
found between economic background and feeling of distinctiveness (r=.212, p<.001). 
It implies that people from strong economic background had a stronger identity, 
experienced greater threat and exhibited a strong tendency to maintain their 
uniqueness in intergroup situations. 
Table 34 
Inter-correlations between psychological variables (N=273). 
Variables 
Religiosity 
Personal Identity 
Social Identity 
Symbolic Threat 
Realistic Threat 
Intergroup Anxiety 
Distinctiveness 
Religiosity Personal Social Symbolic Realistic Intergroup Distinctiveness 
Identity Identity Threat Threat Anxiety 
.245 	.663 	.588 	.638 	.147 	.30! 
	
.460 	.147 	.103 	.198 	-.035 
.341 	.411 	.202 	.174 
.662 	.071 	.350 
.057 	.351 
.076 
Correlation was computed to check the strength and direction of the linear 
relationship among psychological variables. Results in table 34 present the 
relationship between these variables. It can be observed from the table that religiosity 
was significantly and positively correlated with personal identity (r=.245, p<.001) and 
social identity (r=.663, p<.001). It signifies that identification to a religious group is 
an integral part of one's identity both personal and social identity. 
Religiosity was also significantly correlated with symbolic threat (i=.588, 
p<.001), realistic threat (r=.638, p<.001) and intergroup anxiety (r^.147, p<.05). It 
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implies that highly religious persons are likely to perceive greater threat from the 
outgroup. 
A significant relationship was also found between religiosity and 
distinctiveness (t—.301, p<.000) which indicates that religious identification provides 
its members a sense of separateness, a sense of uniqueness in comparison to other 
religious groups and they would like to keep themselves distinct. 
As seen in the table there is a significant association between personal identity 
and social identity (r=.460 , p<.001), which suggests that in an intergroup situation 
people who identify strongly with their group start seeing themselves as an extension 
of their group. Hence the personal self becomes prototypical of the social self. 
Personal identity was significantly and positively related with symbolic threat 
(x.147, p<.O5) and intergroup anxiety (r=.198, p<.00I) but it was not significantly 
related to realistic threat (r=.103). It appears that individuals high on personal identity 
also perceive threat at symbolic level in intergroup situations and while interacting 
with the members of outgroup. They did not perceive threat as far as resources were 
concerned. 
As far as social identity is concerned it appears to be significantly correlated 
with symbolic threat (r=.341, p<.001), realistic threat (r`.41), p<.001), and intergroup 
anxiety (r—.202, p<.001) indicating that group membership and social identities serve 
as a social resource which protects individual from the negative consequences of 
rejection and threat. Higher the identification with the group, higher will be the 
perception of threat. High identifiers are more likely to perceive threat on account of 
their beliefs, morals and values. They are more likely to perceive threat over their life 
resources and feel greater anxiety in intergroup interactions. 
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A significant correlation also exists between social identity and distinctiveness 
(rr.174, p<.001) implying that the group and the social category to which an 
individual belongs, plays an important role in the development of a distinct group 
identity. The desire to be seen as different and distinct from others not only is visible 
at the individual but also at the group level hence distinctiveness plays a significant 
role in the construction of a meaningful social identity. 
Symbolic threat is significantly related with realistic threat (r=.662, p<.001). It 
means that value conflict is likely to evoke perception of threat among members of a. 
group. These threats endanger the existence or physical well being of the out-group. 
In addition a strong positive relationship was also found between symbolic threat and 
distinctiveness (r=.350, p<.001) which indicates that under a threatening situation 
people are more likely to behave distinctively. They have a desire to maintain their 
distinct identity in response to these threats. 
A significant relationship exists between realistic threat and distinctiveness 
(x.351, p<.001) indicating that threatening situations enhance the motive of 
maintaining a sense of differentiation from others. 
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Inter Correlations between Variables for Each Group 
To explore the pattern of relations between variables in all the three groups, separate 
correlations were computed for each group. 
Table 35 
Inter-correlations between Psychological Variables among Muslim group (7V97). 
Variables 	Religiosity 	Personal 
Identity 
Social 
Identity 
Symbolic 
Threat 
Realistic 
Threat 
Intergroup 
Anxiety 
Distinctiveness 
Religiosity 	 .348 .271 .454 .589 .165 .I34 
Personal Identity .364 .269 .288 .112 -.001 
Social Identity .202 .281 .141 .005 
Symbolic Threat .569 .160 .338 
Realistic Threat .I04 .174 
Intergroup Anxiety .119 
Distinctiveness 
Inter-correlation among psychological variables for Muslim group is depicted 
in table 35. Religiosity was positively and significantly associated with personal 
identity (r=.348, p<.000) and social identity (x.271, p<.000). This shows that 
religious categorization not only affects the group identity of its members but it also 
has a major impact on the way a person constructs his unique identity. Religiosity was 
also found to be significantly and positively correlated with symbolic threat (r=.454, 
p<.000) and realistic threat (r=.589, p<.000) signifying very religious Muslims are 
more likely to perceive threat from other religious outgroup. 
Personal identity was significantly and positively correlated with social 
identity (r=.364, p<.000) which is in line with the findings in the area. Personal 
identity was found to be significantly and positively related to the symbolic threat 
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(r=.269, p<.001) and realistic threat (r=.288, p<.001). There was also a significant and 
positive relation between social identity and symbolic threat (r=.202, p<.05) and 
realistic threat (r=.281, p<.001). It implies that perceived or imagined threats to this 
Muslim minority from the majority groups enhance their identity both at the cognitive 
as well as affective level. 
Symbolic threat was positively and significantly related to realistic threat 
(r=.569, p<.000) among Muslim respondents. It shows that they feel greater threat to 
their values and beliefs and perceive greater threat from the majority outgroup. 
Table clearly shows a strong positive relation between symbolic threat and 
distinctiveness (r=.338, p<.000) indicating that under threatening situations people try 
to enhance their distinctiveness from other community in order to. protect their 
tradition and identity. 
Table 36 
Inter-correlations between Psychological Variables among Hindu group (N=11 7). 
Variables 	Religiosity 	Personal 	Social Symbolic Realistic Intergroup 	Distinctiveness 
Identity 	Identity Threat Threat Anxiety 
Religiosity 	 .292 	.632 .422 .348 .056 	.228 
Personal Identity 	 .506 .175 .178 .284 	.151 
Social Identity .168 	.146 	.142 	.190 
Symbolic Threat .435 	.011 	.289 
Realistic Threat -.031 	.228 
Intergroup -.040 
Anxiety 
Distinctiveness 
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Table 36 shows inter-correlation among psychological variables for Hindu 
group. It can be seen from the table that among Hindu group religiosity was 
significantly and positively related to personal (r=.292, p<.001) and social identity 
(r=.632, p<.001) showing that their religious affiliation influences their sense of a 
distinct individual as well as their sense of belongingness to a group. High identifiers 
reported higher religiosity. A significant positive correlation was also depicted 
between religiosity and symbolic threat (r=.422, p<.00I) and realistic threat (r=.348, 
p<.001) but not significantly correlated with intergroup anxiety (r=.056). It implies 
that highly religious Hindus report greater degree of intergroup threat, on account of 
their values, beliefs, and resources but not at the interpersonal level of interacting with _ 
outgroup members. Religiosity was also significantly associated with distinctiveness 
(x-.228, p<.05). It shows that very religious Hindus prefer to be different from others. 
Table further presents a strong positive relationship between personal and 
social identity (x=.506, p<.001) suggesting that not only people strive to maintain a 
unique identity in a group but also attempt to maintain their unique membership in a 
group. 
Results presented in the table clearly show that personal identity of Hindu's 
was related significantly with only one component of threat i.e. intergroup anxiety 
(r=.284 , p<001) but not with symbolic (r=.175) and realistic threat (r=.178). It shows 
that Hindus do not perceive any threat to their group but they feel anxiety while 
interacting with the members of outgroup. 
Social identity was found to be significantly correlated with distinctiveness 
(r=.190, p<.05) suggesting that high identifiers exhibit strong desire of being member 
of a distinct group. This finding was in support to social identity theory (Tajfel & 
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Turner, 1986) which postulates that individuals are more likely to identify with a 
valuable distinct group and threats to this distinctiveness are not desirable. 
There is a significant relationship between symbolic threat and realistic threat 
(r=.435, p<.001). People who perceive threat to their values, beliefs and morals report 
perception of threat over political power, economic welfare and resources and are 
likely to exhibit negative attitude towards outgroup. Distinctiveness was also found to 
be significantly correlated with symbolic threat (r=.289, p<.001) indicating that under 
threatening situations people show greater desire for a distinct identity. 
Further table shows a significant association between realistic threat and 
distinctiveness (r=.228, p<.05) which implies that when people feel threat or danger to 
their life resources they exhibit strong desire of separateness from the threatening 
outgroup. 
Table 37 
Inter-correlations between Psychological Variables among Christian group (N=59). 
Variables 
Religiosity 
Personal Identity 
Social Identity 
Symbolic Threat 
Realistic Threat 
Intergroup 
Anxiety 
Distinctiveness 
Religiosity Personal Social Symbolic Realistic Intergroup Distinctiveness 
Identity Identity Threat Threat Anxiety 
.521 	.679 	-.057 	-.060 .371 -.116 
.671 	-.022 	.047 .251 -.269 
-.263 	-.073 .413 -.126 
.303 -.235 -.014 
-.104 .129 
.280 
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Table 37 shows inter-correlation among psychological variables for Christian 
group. Table shows that among Christians religiosity was significantly and positively 
related to their personal (r=.521, p<.001) and social identity (r=.679, p<.001) 
indicating that affiliation to a religious group is an integral part of the identity of a 
person. Religiosity was also found to be significantly related to only one component 
of threat perception i.e. intergroup anxiety (r=.371, p<.001). It indicates that highly 
religious Christians felt greater anxiety in social interaction, with members of 
outgroup. 
It can be seen from the table that personal identity was significantly and 
positively related to social identity (r=.671, p<.001) as was the case with other groups. 
Further personal identity was significantly and negatively related to 
distinctiveness (r=-.269, p<.05) suggesting that Christian people who reported a 
strong personal identity exhibit lesser desire for a separate and distinct social identity. 
There was a significant and negative correlation between social identity and 
symbolic threat (r=-.263, p<.05) suggesting that high identifiers among Christian 
group reported lesser threat over their values and beliefs under threatening situations 
but exhibit greater anxiety (r=.413, p<.001) while interacting with the members of 
other religious groups. 
As depicted in the table symbolic threat was found to be significantly related 
to realistic threat (r=.303, p<.O5) implying that conflict over beliefs, traditions, and 
religion is likely to evoke threat among members of a group. 
There was also a significant association between intergroup anxiety and 
rt 	distinctiveness (r=.280, p<.0S) which indicates that as the anxiety increases while 
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interacting with outgroup members' the desire to maintain their group distinctiveness 
and uniqueness also gets enhanced. 
Table 38 
Inter-correlations between psychological and demographic variables among Muslim, 
Hindu and Christian groups (N=273). 
Muslim 
Group(N=97) 
Variables Religiosity Personal Social Symbolic Realistic Intergroup Distinctiveness 
Identity 'Identity Threat Threat Anxiety 
Education .162 .114 .092 .191 .281 .051 .134 
Economic Status -.149 -.097 .006 -.242 -.I66 -.057 .067 
Hindu Group 
(N=117) 
Education -.279 .068 -.186 -.033 .040 .086 .113 
Economic Status .065 -_195 .101 .059 -.094 .088 .092 
Christian 
Group 
(N=59) 
Education -.448 -.241 -.193 -.013 .247 -.036 .481 
Economic Status -.088 -.097 .033 -.062 .125 -.050 .283 
Table 38 depicts inter-correlation among demographic variables and 
psychological variables for all three religious groups. As observed from the table that 
among Muslims educational status of the respondents was significantly correlated 
with realistic threat (r=.281, p<.041) suggesting that educational level of a person 
influences the way a person reacts to threatening situations. In addition there was a 
negative and significant association between economic status of the family and 
symbolic threat (r=-.242, p<.OS) among Muslim group which suggests that as the 
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economic status of their family improves they perceive lesser amount of threat over 
their values, beliefs and tradition. 
As far as Hindus are concerned it can be observed from the table that 
educational status of the respondents was significantly but negatively associated with 
religiosity (r=-.279, p< 001) suggesting that as people get more educated their 
religious inclination began to diminish. There was also a significant and negative 
association between educational status of the respondents and their social identity (r--  
.186, p<.05). It means that with higher education people's need for membership in a 
group becomes less strong/weaker. 
There was a significant and negative relation between economic status of the 
family and personal identity (r=-.195, p<.05) implying that higher the economic status 
of the family lesser people focus to enhance positive personal identity. 
Among Christians table shows that educational status of the respondents was 
negatively associated with religiosity (r=-.448, p<.001) suggesting that highly 
educated people tend to be less religious. There was a significant relationship between 
educational status and distinctiveness (r=.481, p<.001). It means that education 
influences people sense of uniqueness in intergroup situation. Further table shows that 
among Christians economic status was significantly related to distinctiveness (r=.283, 
p<.05) implying that Christians from good economic background had greater desire 
for distinctiveness. 
126 
Intergroup Comparisons on Different Variables 
One Way Analysis of Variance 
Table 39 
Mean Difference  of the Three Religious Groups 
Variables Muslims Hindus Christians F P 
Religiosity 78.29 62.790 63.61" 107.95 .000 
Personal Identity 38.67b 4005b 35.698 14.61 .000 
Social Identity 36.44b 31.67a 30.028 42.77 .000 
Symbolic Threat 29.99b 23.794 22.793 70.209 .000 
Realistic Threat 32.296 2L56a 22.61" 143.95 .000 
Intergroup Anxiety 37.258 36.27" 35.58" .906 .405 
Distinctiveness 25.41b 21.842 23.538 I6.45 .000 
A one-way between-groups analysis of variance was done to explore the 
significance of difference between the mean scores of three religious groups. The 
mean comparison between Muslim, Hindu and Christian on religiosity was 
statistically significant (F (2,270) =107.95, p<.001). The mean values show that 
Muslims reported greater religiosity (M==78.29, SD=5.49) and were significantly 
different from Hindus (M=62.79, SD=9.92) and Christians M=63.61, SD=8.31). 
It can be seen from the table that means of the three religious groups differed 
significantly on personal identity F (2,270) =14.61, p<.001. As far as personal identity 
is concerned Hindus show stronger personal identity (M-40. 05, SD-4.76) followed 
by Muslims (M=38.67, SD=4.89 and Christians (M 35.69, SD=5.79). 
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On social identity too there was a significant difference among means of all 
the three groups (F (2,270) =42.77, p<.001). Of the three groups Muslims exhibited 
stronger sense of group belongingness (M=3 6.44, SD=4.53) than Hindus (M=3 1.67, 
SD=4.29) and Christians (M=30.02, SD=5.62). 
Further findings presented in table show a significant difference in the mean 
scores of the three groups on symbolic threat (F (2,270) =70.209, p<.001). Results 
reveal that Muslims reported greater symbolic threat (M 29.99, SD=3.70) compared 
to Hindus (M=23.79, SD=5.17) and Christians (M 22.79, SD=3.69). There was no 
significant difference between Hindu and Christians on symbolic threat. 
On realistic threat also mean scores of all the three groups differed 
significantly (F (2,270) =143.95, p<.001). It can be seen from the table that on 
realistic threat Muslims differed significantly (M=32.29, SD=4.08) from the Hindus 
(M=21.56, SD=5.47) and Christians (M=22.6 1, SD=4.72). Mean values show that 
Muslims perceived greater realistic threat than Hindus, and Christians. 
Moreover on intergroup anxiety no significant difference was found among 
the three groups (F (2,270) =.906, p<.405). 
The mean difference between the three groups on distinctiveness was also 
found to be statistically significant (F (2,270) =16.45, p<.041). The mean values show 
that Muslims reported strong desire of distinctiveness (M=25.41, SD=3.15) than 
Hindu (M=21.84, SD=5.39) and Christian group (M=23.53, SD=4.63). 
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Table 40 
Showing two way analysis of variance (2x3) of religion and social identity on 
distinctiveness 
Variables 	 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F 	p 
Religion 	 324.96 
Social Identity 	94.22 
Religion*Social Identity 	15.97 
5410.073 
2 162.48 	8.02 	.000 
1 94.22 	4.65 	.032 
2 7.99 	.394 	.675 
267 20.26 
Subjects belonging to three different groups (Hindu, Muslim and Christians) 
having different levels of social identification with their group (high social identity 
versus low social identity) were examined on distinctiveness. A two way between 
group analysis of variance was computed and results revealed that the two way 
interaction did not reach significance level for distinctiveness (F=.394, df, (2, 267) 
p<.67). Simple main effect analysis shows that religiop (F=8.02, df, (2, 267), p<.001) 
and social identity (F=4.65, .df, (1, 267), p<.05) have significant impact on the 
dependent variable distinctiveness. 
Figure 3 clearly shows that high and low identifiers among Hindu, Muslim 
and Christians differed in their desire for distinctiveness with Muslims reported 
greater distinctiveness, followed by Christians and Hindus. As far as social identity is 
concerned Muslims reported stronger identification with their group followed by 
Hindus and Christians. 
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Figure 3: Distinctiveness as a function of two-way interaction of religious group and 
social identity 
Table 41 
Showing two way analysis of variance (2x3) of religion and social identity on 
Symbolic Threat 
Variables 	 Sum of Squares df 	Mean Square F 	P 
Religion 1777.70 2 888.85 	47.18 	.000 
Social Identity .235 1 .235 	.012 	.911 
Religion*Social Identity 162.25 2 81.13 	4.31 	.014 
5030.27 267 18.84 
Subjects belonging to three different groups (Hindu, Muslim and Christians) 
having different levels of social identification with their group (high social identity 
versus low social identity) were examined on symbolic threat. Results of two way 
between group analysis of variance revealed that the two way interaction reached 
significance level for symbolic threat (F=4.31, df, (2, 267), p<.O1). The main effect of 
religion (F=47.18, df, (2, 267), p<.000) emerged significant while social identity 
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(F=.012, df, (1, 267), p<.911) did not show a significant main effect on symbolic 
threat. 
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Figure 4: Symbolic threat as a function of two-way interaction of religious group and 
social identity 
Figure 4 depicts the interaction effect for symbolic threat where Muslims 
reported greatest symbolic threat in both low and high identifiers followed by Hindus. 
In Hindus high identifiers reported greater threat in comparison to low identifiers. 
Hindu low identifiers did not significantly differ from low Christians identifiers. But 
those Christians who reported a strong social identity reported the least symbolic 
threat. 
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Table 42 
Showing two way analysis of variance (2x3) of religion and social identity on 
Realistic Threat 
Variables Sum of Squares df Mean Square F P 
Religion. 4093.79 2 2046.89 88.20 • .000 
Social Identity 	 27.34 	1 	27.34 	1.18 	.279 
Religion*Social Identity 	134.83 	2 	67.42 	2.91 	.05 
6196.28 	267 23.21 
Hindu, Muslim and Christians having different levels of social identification 
with their group (high social identity versus low social identity) were examined on 
Realistic threat. Results of two way between group analysis of variance revealed that 
the two way interaction reached significance level for realistic threat (F=2.91, df, (2, ' 
267), p<.05). The main effect of religion (F=88.20, df, (2, 267), p<.000) was 
significant but social identity (F=1.18, df, (1, 267), p<.279) did not have significant 
main effect on realistic threat. 
Figure 5 represents the interaction effect for realistic threat where Muslims 
reported greatest realistic threat in both low and high identifiers. In Hindus high and 
low identifiers did not differ in their perception of realistic threat. But among 
Christians figure shows that low identifiers reported higher realistic threat compared 
to the high identifier Christians. The figure also clearly shows that Christians 
reporting high social identity did not significantly differ from Hindus reporting high 
as well as low social identification. Hindus also did not significantly differ with each 
other on level of social identification (that is, low and high identification). 
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Figure 5: Realistic threat as a function of two-way interaction of religious group and 
social identity 
Table 43 
Showing two way analysis of variance (2x3) of religion and social identity on 
Intergroup Anxiety 
Variables 	 Sum of Squares df 	Mean Square F 	P 
Religion 	 8.34 
Social Identity 	401.29 
Religion* Social Identity 	187.58 
15970.77 
2 4.17 	.070 	.933 
1 401.29 	6.71 	.010 
2 93.79 	1.57 	.210 
267 59.82 
Subjects belonging to three different groups (Hindu, Muslim and Christians) 
having different levels of social identification with their group (high social identity 
versus low social identity) were examined on Intergroup Anxiety. Results of two way 
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between group analysis of variance shows that there was no significant interaction 
effect for intergroup anxiety (F=1.57, df, (2, 267), p<.210). The main effect of social 
identity (F=6.71, df, (1, 267), p<.Ol) emerged significant but religion (F=.070, df, (2, 
267), p<.933) did not show significant main effect on intergroup anxiety. 
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Figure 6: Intergroup anxiety as a function of two-way interaction of religious group 
and social identity 
Figure 6 shows that high and low identifiers differed in their perception of 
intergroup anxiety among all the three groups. But there was no significant interaction 
between high and low social identity among all three groups. all the three groups that 
identified strongly with their groups reported high level of intergroup anxiety 
compared to low identifiers. All the groups significantly differed from each other on 
intergroup anxiety. Across the three groups the high identifiers among Christians 
reported greatest intergroup anxiety followed by Muslims and Hindus. 
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Table 44 
Showing two way analysis of variance (2x3) of religion and symbolic threat on Social 
Identity 
Variables Sum of Squares df Mean Square F P 
Religion 779.011 2 389.506 18.42 .000 
Symbolic threat ' 35.641 1 35.641 1.69 .195 
Religion*Symbolic threat 159.538 2 79.769 3.77 .024 
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Subjects belonging to three different groups (Hindu, Muslim and Christians) 
reporting different Ievels of symbolic threat (high versus low symbolic threat) were 
examined on social identity. A two way between group analysis of variance was 
computed and results revealed that the two way interaction reached significance level 
for social identity (F=3.77, df, (2, 267), p<.05). The main effect of religion (F=1 8.42, 
df, (2, 267), p<.001) was significant but the main effect of symbolic threat (F=1.69, 
df, (1, 267), p<.195) did not reach significance level for social identity. 
Figure 7 shows the interaction effect for social identity where Muslims who 
reported high symbolic threat identified strongly with their group followed by Hindus. 
Further figure clearly shows that among Christians those who perceived less symbolic 
threat exhibited greatest sense of belongingness with their group compared to those 
who perceived high symbolic threat. Christians who reported high symbolic threat 
show least sense of belongingness with their group. 
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Figure 7: Social identity as a function of two-way interaction of religious group and symbolic threat 
Table 45 
Showing two way analysis of variance (2x3) of religion and symbolic threat on 
distinctiveness 
Variables 	 Sum of Squares df 	Mean Square F 	p 
Religion 170.82 2 85.41 	4.51 	.012 
Symbolic threat 67.87 1 67.87 	3.58 	.059 
Religion*Symbolic threat 215.67 2 107.84 	5.69 	.004 
5058.930 267 18.95 
Subjects belonging to three different groups (Hindu, Muslim and Christians) 
reporting different levels of symbolic threat (high versus low symbolic threat) were 
examined on distinctiveness (table 45). A two way between group analysis of 
variance was computed and results revealed that the two way interaction reached 
significance level for distinctiveness (F=5.69, df (2, 267), p<.01). The main effect of 
religion (F=4.51, df, (2, 267), p<.05) and symbolic threat (F=3.58, df, (1, 267), p<.05) 
has shown significant variance on distinctiveness. 
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Figure 8 depicts the interaction effect for distinctiveness where Muslims who 
reported high symbolic threat exhibited greater desire for distinctiveness compared to 
Muslims who reported lesser symbolic threat. Similarly Hindus who reported high 
symbolic threat displayed high desire for distinctiveness but Hindus who reported 
lesser symbolic threat displayed least desire for distinctiveness. Further figure shows 
that among Christians those who perceived less symbolic threat exhibited greatest 
desire for distinctiveness compared to those who perceived high symbolic threat. 
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Figure 8: Distinctiveness as a function of two-way interaction of religious group and 
symbolic threat 
Prediction of Distinctiveness among Groups 
To find out different predictor variables which contribute significantly in 
predicting distinctiveness regression analysis was applied separately on three groups. 
Table 46 and 47 gives a representation of above comparison. 
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Table 46 
Prediction of Distinctiveness among Muslims 
Variables (i t P 
Religiosity 
Personal Identity 
.003 
.09 
.023 
.818 
.982 
.416 
Social Identity .05 .428 .669 
Symbolic Threat .36 2.99 .004 
Realistic Threat .001 .008 .993 
Intergroup Anxiety 	 .08 	.776 	.440 
R2=13 F=2.26, df= (9,90), p= .045 
Table 46 shows that 13% variance in distinctiveness amongst Muslims was 
explained by the joint contribution of religiosity, personal identity, social identity, 
symbolic threat, realistic threat and intergroup anxiety. All the predictors significantly 
predicted the criterion variable distinctiveness (F=2.26, (9, 90), p<.05). The beta 
coefficient shows that out of all the predictor variables only symbolic threat (D=.36) 
contributed significantly to the prediction of distinctiveness. It explained 36% of the 
variance in distinctiveness. 
138 
Table 47 
Prediction ofDistinctiveness among Hindus 
Variables 	 P 	t 	P 
Religiosity .03 .204 .839 
Personal Identity .06 .510 .611 
Social Identity .11 .803 .424 
Symbolic Threat 	 .21 	1.95 	.053 
Realistic Threat 	 .10 	.99 	.323 
Intergroup Anxiety 	 .071 	.76 	.452 
R2=.12, F=2.51, df= (6,110), p= .026 
The regression table (47) shows that 12% variance in distinctiveness amongst 
Hindus was produced by the mutual contribution of religiosity, personal identity, 
social identity, symbolic threat, realistic threat and intergroup anxiety. The model 
significantly predicted the criterion variable that is distinctiveness (F=2.51, (6,110), 
p<.05). Further the beta coefficient shows that symbolic threat (¢=.21) contributed 
most in the prediction of distinctiveness followed by social identity ((3=.13) and 
realistic threat (j3=.10). Though only the contribution of symbolic threat was 
significant. 
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Table 48 
Prediction of Distinctiveness among Christians 
Variables 0 t p 
Religiosity 
Personal Identity 
.09 
.34 
.503 
2.03 
.617 
.047 
Social Identity .007 .033 .973 
Symbolic Threat .02 .144 .886 
Realistic Threat .18 1.39 .168 
Intergroup Anxiety 	 .42 	3.08 	.003 
R2 24, F=2.76, d (6,52), p= .021 
The regression table (48) shows that 24% variance in distinctiveness amongst 
Christians was produced by the joint contribution of religiosity, personal identity, 
social identity, symbolic threat, realistic threat and intergroup anxiety. The predictor 
variables significantly predicted the criterion variable that is distinctiveness (F 2.76, 
(6, 52), p<.05). Of the six predictors the beta coefficient shows that personal identity 
and intergroup anxiety significantly predicted distinctiveness. The beta value clearly 
indicates that intergroup anxiety (13=.42) contributed most in the prediction of 
distinctiveness followed by personal identity (f3=.34) and realistic threat (13 .18) but 
contribution of realistic threat was not significant. 
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DISCUSSION 
Study 3 was basically conducted to explore the social and psychological bases 
of identity among different religious groups (Hindu, Muslim and Christian). The 
findings are multifaceted and a number of inferences can however be drawn. 
Relationship among Demographic and Psychological Variables 
So far as demographic variables are concerned, findings of present research 
revealed that older people have low level of religiosity. According to Erikson, (1963, 
1968) youth were more attracted to religion because it offered ultimate answers to 
larger designs of life. It serves as a buffer against alienation by promoting 
belongingness through the use of rites, rituals, faith and affirmative dogma. Moreover 
results show that educated people are more religious and strongly identified with their 
group. They reported greater perception of symbolic and realistic threat and a strong 
desire for distinctiveness. Economic status of the family of respondents was positively 
related with religiosity, social identity, symbolic threat, realistic threat and 
distinctiveness. People from good economic background were found to be more 
religious and strongly identified with their group. They feel more symbolic and 
realistic threat and had greater desire for a distinct identity. People have a general 
tendency to identify strongly with a high than low status group (e.g., Ellemers, van 
Kippenberg, De Vries, & Wilke, 1988). And they also display symbols of 
identification when their group fares well (e.g., Cialdini et al., 1976). In this 
connection Johnson, Terry, & Louis, (2005) suggested that there is good evidence in 
the intergroup threat theory and other intergroup research that apparently high status 
or majority group may react to perceived threat more strongly than low status group 
because they potentially have more to loose. 
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The findings of separate analysis for all the religious groups revealed that. 
among Muslims education was found to have direct positive link with realistic threat. 
Muslims from good economic background feel lesser symbolic threat. While educated 
Hindus were found to be less religious and did not strongly identify with their group. 
Similarly educated Christians were also less religious but want to maintain their 
uniqueness from others. A strong desire for distinctiveness was seen among Christians 
from good economic background. It seems that depending on the hierarchical 
placement of group the social psychological dynamics of group members varied 
accordingly. As a community the educational status of Muslims in India is very poor 
compared to Hindus and Christians. In such a situation an educated Muslim can feel 
the realistic threat more. While educated Hindus and Christians appear to be less 
religious and tied to their groups. 
Relationship between Variables for Each Group 
Findings reveal that among Muslims religiosity has positive link with personal 
identity and social identity. Sriram and Vaid (2009) found that Muslim youth 
considered religion as a way of life which was more than just a faith and reported that 
religion played an integral role in shaping their identity. Being connected with their 
religion has given them a sense of meaning and identity. In the present study too their 
personal and social identity was found to be closely related to each other. However, 
belonging to a religious group may not only be a defining part of their self concept but 
may also have crucial consequences for their orientation towards other religious 
groups. Consistent with this pattern, Verkuyten (2007) observed that being in a 
minority, Muslims strongly identified with their in-group. 
Positive relationship between threat perception and distinctiveness among 
Muslims suggested that situations that gave rise to the thoughts that our values and 
142 
beliefs are undermined by other groups led them to focus on their differentiation from 
other outgroups in order to protect their identity and tradition. According to Tajfel, 
(1974) through the process of categorization people try to define their position and 
themselves as distinct members in the society. Literature shows that members of 
minority and disadvantaged groups often become prey of negative attitude and 
negative treatment over a wide variety of life domains (Feagin, 1991, 1992; Noh & 
Kaspar, 2003; Landrine & Klonoff, 1996; Swim, Hyers, Cohen, Fitzgerald, & 
Bylsma, 2003), including housing, education, employment etc. (Sigehnan & Welch, 
1991). This kind of treatment poses various threats to the members of minority 
groups. In order to protect their self esteem from these threats they begin to identify 
strongly with their disadvantaged ingroup (Schmitt & Branscombe, 2002). This 
identification serves as a buffer against the threat caused by feeling of unjust 
treatment by these minority people. 
Furthermore among Hindus religiosity has positive relation with personal 
identity, social identity, symbolic threat, realistic threat and distinctiveness. It implies 
that strong identification with their religion, led to greater perception of threat and 
hence greater desire for distinctiveness. Mlicki and ElIemers (1996) also reported that 
in order to achieve a sense of positive self esteem, the ingroup must be viewed as 
being distinct from other groups. It is pertinent to note here that Hindu's personal and 
social identity was not related to any kind of symbolic or realistic threat. Here 
intergroup anxiety was found to be closely related to personal identity which 
suggested that Hindus who had stronger personal identity reported greater anxiety in 
meeting with the members of other religious groups. They did not perceive any value 
and resource threat from other groups. 
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For Christian also the results show that intergroup anxiety was related to 
religiosity, social identity and distinctiveness. Findings revealed that the more 
Christians identified with their group the lesser symbolic threat they perceived. But 
high identification made them vulnerable to feel more anxiety in intergroup 
interactions. Lynn and Snyder (2002), also confirmed that individuals experience 
anxiety when they are informed that their characteristics are not unique, but overlap 
with the traits and attributes of someone else. In case of Christians most of them were 
converted from Hinduism hence the overlap was quite great between Christians and 
Hindus. This was a significant cause of intergroup anxiety and the need for 
distinctiveness. 
Intergroup Differences on Different Psychological Variables 
Hindu, Muslim and Christian were compared in terms of their religiosity, 
personal identity, social identity, distinctiveness and their level of threat perception. 
Findings of one way analysis of variance revealed that Muslims were more religious 
compared to Hindus and Christians. Muslims had stronger sense of identification with 
their group while Hindus had stronger personal identity. According to Tajfel (1981) in 
Indian context Muslim minority status tend to strengthen their (Muslims) sense of 
religious identity. Muslims also reported greater threat from other groups. Consistent 
with this finding, Sahoo (1999) also suggested that perception of threat to lose identity 
is more among Muslim youth which binds them together. It enhances their group 
identity both at cognitive and affective levels. Further Muslims were high in 
exhibiting a desire of differentiation from others compared to Hindus and Christians. 
Taylor and Jaggi, (1974) reported in their study that in order to preserve their past 
tradition and religion, Muslims try to maintain their exclusiveness and distinctiveness 
from the majority community of Hindus. 
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Results clearly show that among Muslims high identifiers had greater threat to 
the very existence of the ingroup. High identifiers were more likely to have 
perceptions that outgroup poses a risk to their safety, economy, politics, health or 
well-being. Verkuyten (2007) reported that high and low Muslim identifiers differed 
in their degree of in-group favoritism, with high identifiers being more inclined 
towards their religion. Ellemers, Spears, and Doosje, (1999) also confirmed that 
people having high or low level of commitment with their group differed in their 
reactions and evaluations of outgroups. High level of commitment to group 
membership made group members sensitive to anything that could harm their ingroup. 
Further, EIlemers, Spears, and Doosje (1997) reported that low identifiers who 
basically perceived themselves as individuals rather than group members, seek to 
minimize their association with their group to get access to the more advantaged 
outgroup. 
Among Hindus high and low identifiers did not differ in the perception of 
threat. High identifier Hindus has strong desire for distinctiveness. This is also 
consistent with the findings of Rubin and Hewstone, (1998) who found that high 
identifiers are highly motivated to enhance their differentiation from outgroup and 
maintain a positive evaluation of their ingroup. They desire this distinctiveness as it 
enhances positive self-esteem. On the other hand high identifiers amongst Christians 
feel lesser symbolic threat but report greater intergroup anxiety. As a group Christians 
customs and traditions are quite distinct from majority Hindu group so the perception 
of threat on the symbolic level was less but in contemporary times the relation 
between Hindus and Christians have been characterized by the controversy of 
conversion. Hence this ma' be the reason of anxiety at interpersonal level between 
members of both the groups. 
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Impact of Threat Perception among Different Groups 
Muslims who reported high symbolic threat were more religious and strongly 
identified with their ingroup. They also perceived high level of realistic threat and 
intergroup anxiety. They had greater desire for distinctiveness. It seems that this need 
to enhance their distinctiveness from other groups was a means to combat these 
threats. Tajfel (1974, 1981) and Erikson (1963, 1968) both have emphasized that 
minority groups face more problems in forming an identity. Religion appeared a more 
stable and valued source of identification for Muslim students. These minority 
students attempt to exhibit their identity in terms of their religion in order to maintain 
their distinctiveness and positive self esteem (Singh, 1988). Rothgerber and Worchel, 
(1997) also concluded that to overcome the prejudicial attitude Islamic groups 
struggled to maintain a distinct and valuable identity. While Hindus who had high 
symbolic threat were also highly religious and strongly identified with their group 
compared to those Hindus who perceived lesser symbolic threat. They also perceived 
greater realistic threat and also desired to enhance their distinctiveness. This was not 
the case for Christians. 
Furthermore, Muslims who experienced more realistic threat appeared more 
religious and strongly identified with their group. These high identifiers showed 
greater desire for distinctiveness. Social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1979) also 
proposed that under a threatening situation people strive to maintain a positive and 
distinctive/unique social identity e.g., through showing an increased inclination 
towards ingroup. In Netherland Islamic minority group who face high levels of threats 
to their religious identity, strongly identified with their religious group to overcome 
the threat of assimilation by majority group (Hagendoorn, 1995; Verkuyten & 
Zaremba, 2005). Other religious groups pose a threat to their integrity and motivation 
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to maintain a valuable and distinctive identity. No such difference was found among 
Hindus and Christians. 
Prediction of Distinctiveness among Different Groups 
Results of regression analysis revealed that among Muslims and Hindus 
symbolic threat contributed significantly in the prediction of distinctiveness while 
among Christians personal identity and intergroup anxiety emerged as significant 
predictors of distinctiveness. According to Abrams and Hogg, (1988) and Turner and 
Onarato (1999) any threat to self esteem will promote intergroup discrimination 
because of the need for positive self-esteem. On the other hand Christians who had 
strong personal identity reported more anxiety in interaction with the members of the 
majority group that is Hindus and in-turn want to enhance their distinctiveness. 
A great body of literature suggested that the foremost human motivation is to 
see oneself as distinctive and groups strive to maintain a positive and distinctive 
identity in one way or other (Reid & Hogg, 2005; Brewer, 1991; Codol, 1981; 
Vignoles, Chryssochoou, & Breakwell, 2000; Vignoles, 2009). Some researchers like 
Jackson and Hunsberger, (1999) suggested that intergroup processes such as 
competition between religious groups for resources or value promotion prone to foster 
prejudice against religious outgroup members. 
Conclusion 
The overall results clearly reveal that both for Hindus and Muslims symbolic 
threat contributed significantly in the prediction of distinctiveness. Despite being the 
majority group Hindus feel that their customs, traditions and rituals are under threat 
by members of other group. In this globalized world even majority groups feel the 
need to preserve their distinct cultural practices. Muslims on the other hand being in a 
MI S 
minority feel that the expectation of the majority to assimilate with them poses threat 
to their cultural practices. Christians interestingly did not perceive symbolic threat but 
reported greater intergroup anxiety. It appears that Christians are not very comfortable 
while interacting with the members of majority group, in this case Hindus. During the 
survey it was revealed that most of the Christians in the traditional Christian school 
were converted from the Hinduism and this may be the reason for their anxiety in 
intergroup context. 
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GENERAL DISCUSSION 
In our present multicultural society people have a natural tendency to 
categorize themselves in distinct social groups. Tajfel (1978) observed that our group 
memberships play a significant role in determining who we are, of what we are like, 
and how we are similar to and different from others. According to the social identity 
theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1986) individuals derive part of their self-concept through 
belonging to these social categories. The term identity includes both personal (i.e., 
individual/relational) and social (collective) levels and is shaped by social context 
(Tajfel & Turner, 1986; Turner & Onorato, 1999). Nevertheless, most research in this 
tradition has tended to focus on social identities while devoting comparatively less 
attention to personal identity. Basically the same identity aspect can be represented as 
either personal or social identity depending on the context (Simon, 1997). For 
example, under many circumstances, skin pigmentation may be perceived as a 
personal characteristic (personal identity) but in contexts where people are 
categorized and granted social status according to skin color, this then becomes an 
aspect of social identity (Brewer, 2001). 
Both social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1986) and self-categorization 
theory (Turner et al., 1987), suggests that there is qualitative shift in social perception 
depending on the salience of the identity, whether personal or collective. When social 
identity is salient, more attention is given to the collective outcomes rather than 
personal outcomes. And in-turn attention shifts from interpersonal to intergroup 
comparisons (Brewer & Weber, 1994; Major, 1994). 
Basically the term social identity comprises of four elements: Categorization, 
identification, comparison and psychological distinctiveness (fajfcl, 1981). Firstly, 
people categorize themselves in a particular group which provides them a sense of 
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identity. This sense of identification gets enhanced through comparing the ingroup 
with outgroup and provides a sense of uniqueness. The basic process of categorization 
to either same group or distinct social group influences perception, thinking and 
behavior of group members. Social categories, to which one belongs and power status 
of these social categories, influence social behavior in intergroup interactions (Hogg 
& Vaughan, 2005). 
Different Markers of Group Identity 
People have a basic tendency to enhance their identities by distinguishing their 
own group from an out-group (Tajfel, 1982; Tajfel & Turner, 1979). The desire to be 
seen as different and distinct from others not only is visible at the individual but also 
at the group level. Therefore, it was suggested that distinctiveness is not only a 
characteristic of specific identities but it has its role in the construction of meaningful 
identities (Codol, 1981). Researchers have shown that objectively a highly distinctive 
social category memberships is often more salient in the self-concept (McGuire, 
McGuire, Child, & Fujioka, 1978; Taylor, Fiske, Etcoff, & Ruderman, 1978) hence, 
social identification not only enhances the self-esteem but also provides a sense of 
meaning (Abrams & Hogg, 2001) and sustains the validity of that meaning when 
tested against social reality (Abrams, 1994). Brewer (2003) rightly argues that 
meaningful self-conceptualization is not merely a by-product of cognitive 
categorization but is a psychological need. 
In today's world where appearance and its management are critical, identity 
has become the `shareable part of us' as opposed to that part which is not accessible to 
`others' (Kapur, 2010). Often it was observed that in pursuit of positive and distinct 
social identity groups and individuals may adopt a range of different behavioral 
strategies. It was noticed that people adopt certain symbols that are associative with 
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their group's signs of assertiveness. Sometime it is not a personal choice but a 
collective one and can be seen as a collective or political form of identity 
management. It not only conveys meaning or management of that identity in public 
but it creates visibility. Thus, the reason could be purely social, psychological or both. 
Identity is always produced through and against the views of others, and so a 
minority's identity construction is always a response to how they have been 
stereotyped by the majority. Perceived prejudice increases the level of identification 
by disadvantaged group members with their ingroup and perceived discrimination 
leads to increased hostility towards the outgroup (Branscombe, Schmitt, & Harvey, 
1999; Herriot, 2007). In most societies majority groups define what is `normal' social 
practice in the realm of religion, language use, dress and other sectors of public life. 
Thus majority group members do not face any pressure to engage in conscious 
identity work except in those cases where a majority's status appears threatened, such 
as in situations of political tension. On the other hand minority exist as long as they 
are seen as `other' and as long as they engage in the labor of identity construction and 
cultural maintenance, resisting pressure to assimilate (Berry, 2011). 
Jetten, et al. (2001) pointed out that the rejection of self by the majority group 
due to distinct bodily practices like particular dress codes or body piercing, may result 
in more rebellious behavior through making that feature even more self defining to 
convey that "we value something different than those who might judge us negatively 
because of it". They will create an identity with people having the same body 
practices to communicate the message that "we are different from the mainstream". 
For example people who get body piercing in visible parts of their body reflect their 
rebellious self-perception against the dominant majority group. It has become a 
visible identity marker of `Hippie' identity (Jetten, et al., 2001). Similar is the case 
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with the females practicing veil, that despite a lot of controversies or bans on this 
visible expression of their identity, hijab, more and more females assert the visibility 
of their identity through this attire. Another symbol is the cross practiced by 
Christians which symbolizes tremendous sacrifice and victory over death. Its physical 
presence whether on a chain worn around one's neck or on a pulpit in front of a 
church, provides a constant reminder of transcendence (The Charlotte Observer, 
March 31, 1991). Moreover, having Beard by Muslim males is the manifestation of a 
new, Islamic shaped postmodern identity based on modernity rather than a 
fundamental reaction to modernity (Kulenovic T, 2006). Hence, people seek a level of 
distinctiveness, which combines a certain level of assimilation into a category with a 
degree of uniqueness for that category vis-a-vis, other categories. Thus the need for 
distinctiveness holds interesting implications for members of a minority group. 
Dress: A Visual Marker of Identity 
How we dress and alter our bodies can be conceptualized as an important 
identity marker. It is a way to communicate to the world who we are. Dress is 
considered as society's way of displaying where do its members belong and their role 
and position in the social order. It is considered as a mechanism of representation that 
functions as a means of differentiation from other groups and social integration within 
the same group. It plays a significant role in identity politics. It is cultural, political, 
ideological and religious expressions to distinguish "self' from "other" at both the 
collective and individual levels (Barnes & Eicher, 1992). It serves an essential role in 
creating communities while simultaneously defining individual features of the wearer 
such as gender, age, ethnicity, race, religion, profession and class orientation (Barnes 
& Eicher, 1992; Abu-Lughod, 1986). Dress is critical in developing, nurturing and 
communicating diverse social identities in a multicultural society like India. A dress 
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worn by the members of a particular society is crucial in forming and sustaining a 
sense of belongingness and fostering a group identity (Kapur, 2010). She argued that 
dress has been used as a social marker and symbol, highlighting the gender 
differences, with heavy layers of historical and cultural meanings. Literature reveals 
that dress socializes the body of the individual into a cultural being (Barnes & Eicher, 
1997; Evans & Banks, 2002; Higgins & Eicher, 1995). 
Social identity in India seems to be largely concerned with the roots and 
characteristics of the groups of people (e.g., their homeland, cultures, language, 
religion, etc.). While these are often included in describing groups as different, 
conceptualizations of social identity are also based on how people perceive and 
identify themselves in a given society (Abrams & Hogg, 1988). Dress code is one 
such identity marker adopted to preserve the unique characteristics of one's group. 
For example the salwar-kameez worn by Sikh women is not only a social marker but 
is a symbol that highlights gender differences. Similar is the case of veil which 
signifies the Muslim identity but also is specifically significant for Muslim feminine 
identity. These markers of group identity begin to attach certain values, emotions and 
sentiments and become the voices of its observers (Kapur, 2010). These symbols 
differ in their significance to people of particular religious groups. It is the degree of 
identification with the faith that determines the significance - of these symbols. 
Religious dogmatism (strength of belief in the tenets of particular religion) is an 
indication of the degree of immersion in a religious system (Di Giuseppe & Raymond, 
1981) and is positively correlated with the degree to which religion is meaningful and 
important to people's lives. The finding of the study showed high correlation between 
religiosity and distinctiveness in terms of dress markers. It seems that concrete 
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religious symbols will be more meaningful to people with high levels of religious 
dogmatism. . 
This study mainly focused on the social psychological reality behind such 
identity markers. One identity marker is the growing trend of veiling among young 
educated females. Females have adopted the veil as a dress code across communities. 
Not only Muslim females but almost all religious groups in India (Hindu, Muslim and 
Christian) adopted some form of dress codes closely associated with their groups. For 
example different religions in India have traditional educational institutions where 
specific dress codes are prescribed like saffron  robes are used by Hindus, a typical 
white kurta pyjama with a unique scarf by Muslims and a white habit is worn by 
Christian students studying in their respective traditional schools. These dress codes 
are not simply a uniform prescribed by the school but they also embody their religious 
identity. Just like the veil symbolizes the Muslim identity, similarly these other dress 
codes also are symbolic of their respective social identity the basis of which is 
religion. 
Tripathi and Mishra (2006) pointed out that the type of schooling whether 
traditional or modem served an important dimension of group relationships in India. 
Traditional schools stand for a particular group of people (e.g. Sanskrit schools for the 
Hindus and Quranic for the Muslims), where pupils have an opportunity to interact 
exclusively with members of their own group, at least in the school setting. This 
separation orientation not only warns them but makes them more sensitive to 
suspected threats to their group from the other groups. 
Findings of the present study revealed that females practicing veil reported 
significantly stronger social identity as compared to those who did not practice veil. It 
was found that their personal and social identity was closely related to each other. It 
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indicates that for these females categorization not only affected their group identity 
but it also had a major impact on the way they construct their unique identity. When 
an individual identifies with a group he/she begins to think and act as group members 
(Brewer, 1991) and perceive the ingroup as a guide for his own thoughts and 
behaviours (Terry & Hogg, 1996). High identifiers are more likely to feel close and 
similar to ingroup members (e.g., Doosje, Ellemers, & Spears, 1995), and to behave in 
ways that benefit the ingroup (e.g., Abrams, 1990; Smith & Tyler, 1997). In the 
present case females in veil group highly identified with their group and incorporated 
their self in terms of their group membership. This relationship was not found among 
females who did not practice veil. Their personal identity was not related significantly 
to their group identification. Literature suggested that for women in multicultural 
countries veil has become an important tool in the communication of their Muslim 
identity and femininity and they do not wear it just to hold their Islamic identity 
(Deen, 1995; Bouma & Brace-Govan, 2000; Kopp, 2002; Rasool, 2002). 
Moreover findings show that in veil group females who are more religious 
have stronger personal and social identities. Recent researches on women settled in 
Western world who wore veil revealed that veil symbolize their personal and 
collective identification with specific array of Islamic faith (e.g., Alvi, Hoodfar, & 
McDonough, 2003). While in non-veil group religious females reported only high 
level of personal identity. They did not identify strongly with their group. 
On the other hand comparison between groups reveals that people belonging 
to different groups (Hindu, Muslim and Christian) differed in their degree of group 
identification. Muslims reported stronger identification with their group in 
comparison to Hindus and Christians. Hindus on the other hand reported higher 
personal identity. Being in a minority Muslims may be more likely to identify 
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strongly with their group. According to Moore, (1995) membership in a minority 
religion can be an important source of identity and experience that gives meaning to 
existence in a pluralistic society. Social identity and self-categorization theories 
suggested that minority status makes categorization a more meaningful basis of 
perception of self and others (Oakes & Turner, 1986). 
Identity in Relation to Threat Perception 
Researches have revealed that people, who display symbols of their religious 
identification on their clothes as a mark of high religiosity, bear more pain in a 
threatening situation compared to those who do no display such identification 
(Lambert, Libman, & Poser, 1960). Results show that females practicing veil reported 
higher symbolic threat than females who did not wear veil. Symbolic threats 
encompass perceived group differences in beliefs, values, standards, morals and 
attitudes. Females in veil group also reported greater threat over their resources 
compared to females in non-veil group. According to the realistic group conflict 
theory threat to resources is a function of power asymmetry between groups. This 
theory postulates that when two groups compete with each other over some scarce 
resource, the eventual potential success of one group results in negative ougroup 
attitude and threatens the well being of the other group (Sherif & Sherif, 1969). It 
seems like females practicing veil being in minority group perceived majority group 
(Hindus) threatening because of their domination over resources and also for-
undermining their values and beliefs, 
It is pertinent to note here that females who did not wear veil perceive more 
intergroup anxiety than the females practicing veil. Literature suggests that this 
increased feeling of anxiety may be caused by a previous negative history which 
raises concern about being negatively evaluated by the outgroups. These negative 
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evaluations might include disapproval, embarrassment, and rejection (Stephan & 
Stephan,1985, 1989, 1992; Islam & Hewstone, 1993). 
Females who highly identify with their religious group perceive more threat 
over their values, symbols and traditions in veil group. literature shows that high 
identifiers are more likely to see themselves in terms of their group membership (e.g., 
Spears, Doosje, & Ellemers, 1997), to remain committed to the ingroup in the face of 
threat (e.g., Ellemers, Spears, & Doosje, 1997; Ethier & Deaux, 1994) and to be 
concerned about how their group is treated relative to other groups (e.g., Petta & 
Walker, 1992; Tropp & Wright, 1999). While in non-veil group females who are more 
religious had stronger personal identity but their group identification was not so 
strong as of females in veil group. Hence, veil has provided women a standard, which 
expresses their protest against domination of the majority group. 
Further in veil group those females who highly identified with their group 
reported greater symbolic threat compared to low identifiers. This finding was 
consistent with Integrated threat theory (Stephan & Stephan, 1996, 2000) which 
proposed that one of the main antecedents of intergroup threat is the strength of 
identification with the ingroup. Such difference was not found in the non veil group. 
The Norm Violation Theory as DeReider and Tripathi (1992) also observed that high 
ingroup identifiers attribute the other group's behaviour to negative disposition of the 
group and reacted negatively to the out-group because they perceived the other 
group's behaviour as a possible threat to their own group integrity. Such attributions 
validate one's own social position with respect to the out-group (Islam & Hewstone, 
1993). Generally majority and minority groups show positive in-group evaluation and 
negative out-group evaluation (Verkuyten, 2005). In societies where there has been 
attempts to ban these dress codes the minority groups have taken it as an act of 
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disempowerment. Interventions designed to reduce the psychological distance 
between minority and majority may be experienced as destroying important aspects of 
minority group identity itself (Worchel, 1986). According to Ahmed (2011) the veil 
makes the presence of a religious minority more visible. It is an emblem of activism 
through which females are trying to assert their identity and fighting for their space in 
society. 
Across the three groups, that is, Hindus, Muslims and Christians results 
revealed that Muslims reported greater symbolic and realistic threat compared to 
Hindus and Christians. In India Muslims represent the largest single minority group, 
in which ethnicity and religion are fused together (Mishra & Bano, 2003). Feeling of 
insecurity and threat to identity made Muslims more biased than Hindu adolescence 
(Ghosh, 2005; Bano & Mishra, 2005). In the present case the increased perception of 
symbolic and realistic threat by Muslims may be due to the success and control of 
majority group in every sphere of life. This resulting threat may enhance intergroup 
hostility. It might maximize the ingroup/outgroup differentiation and increases the 
ingroup solidarity. This perception of threat may be an important predictor of negative 
attitude towards outgroups (Coser, 1956; LeVine & Campbell, 1972). It was found 
that the potential success of one group will pose a threat to the other group. Studies 
show that Hindu and Muslim adolescents display a sense of ingroup favoritism and 
negative perceptions of the outgroup (Mishra & Bano, 2009) and this favoritism is 
more prevalent in intergroup threat situations (Tarrant, North, & Hargreaves, 2004). 
According to the Symbolic Racism Theory it is the conflict over values and 
beliefs between the groups, which give way to racism (Kinder & Sears, 1981; 
McConahay, 1982). Greater the gap between ingroup and outgroup values, the more 
will be the negative outgroup attitudes (Dunbar, Saiz, Stela, & Saez, 2000). Thus 
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physical resources are not the only cause to create threat or tensions between groups. 
Threats may also be triggered from conflict in values and beliefs in the absence of any 
conflict over material resources. In the present case the wide gap between the Muslim 
and Hindu's values made them more vulnerable to perceived threat on this account. 
According to Integrated threat theory (Stephan & Stephan, 1996, 2000) the 
main antecedents of intergroup threat are the relative status of the groups, prior 
conflict between the groups, strength of identification with the ingroup, nature of the 
contact between the groups and the knowledge of the outgroup. These factors may 
also contribute to the high perception of threat among Muslims compared to other 
groups. Despite being a minority this difference was not found in the Christians. One 
reason might be the possibility of the absence of these antecedents of intergroup threat 
in this group. While Muslims and Hindus have a history of conflict between them in 
post partition India, this was not the case between Hindus and Christians. Muslims 
reported greater symbolic threat in both low and high identifiers followed by Hindus. 
In Hindus high identifiers reported greater threat in comparison to low identifiers. 
This finding was in accordance with the general trend that high identifiers are IikeIy to 
perceive more threat against outgroup. Tausch, (2005) found out that group-level 
variables, in particular symbolic threats, are especially important for people who 
strongly identify with their in-group. For them, individual-Ievel variables, like the 
anxiety experienced during interactions with out-group members, seem to be less 
important determinants of out-group attitudes and trust. Abrams, Ando, and Hinkle, 
(1998) also reported differences in the perception of threat among low and high 
identifiers. 
But in Christians findings were just opposite from the other two groups. High 
identifier Christians reported the least symbolic threat. Christians who highly identify 
159 
with their group feel greater anxiety in intergroup interactions. Among Christians 
intergroup anxiety was seen as a principal factor accounting for variance in 
distinctiveness i.e. 42% variance. Christian respondents did belong to a traditional 
Christian school but most of them had converted to Christianity. As the question of 
threat was in relation to majority group, that is Hindu, it appears that for these 
Christians the Hindu group was not a source of a symbolic and resource threat. 
However, at the interpersonal Ievel these Christians did experience intergroup anxiety. 
Intergroup anxiety arises as a result of people's perception that their personal interests 
are being threatened in intergroup interactions. However, dissimilarities between 
ingroup and outgroup may also provoke anxiety between groups. Dissimilarity may 
arise from usage of language, clothing, etc. In intergroup anxiety conditions people 
feel personally threatened because they are concerned about negative outcomes for 
the self, such as being embarrassed, rejected, or ridiculed. Consistently results show 
that intergroup anxiety was high among those Christians whose personal identity is 
strong. Oskamp, (2000) considered intergroup anxiety as the strongest threat, because 
it deals with high emotions between groups. 
Desire for Distinctiveness in Intergroup Setting 
In intergroup contexts, people strive to maintain positive distinctiveness in 
order to differentiate their own group from outgroup in a relatively positive manner. 
In other instances the distinctiveness can be maintained by other visible signs that are 
typical to that group (eg. kirpan for Sikhs,). It is commonly reported that when 
identity is threatened, efforts are made to maintain distinctiveness through divergent 
markers, like language (Giles & Johnson, 1981; Bourhis & (3iles, 1977; Bourhis et al., 
1979) or dress codes. The findings of the present study also highlights this trend and 
reveal that females practicing veil reported greater desire for distinctiveness than 
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females who do not wear veil. Thus, veil serves as a marker of social differentiation 
from the mainstream (e.g., Alvi, Hoodfar, & McDonough, 2003). 
Females in veil group reported greater distinctiveness than non-veil group. 
Veil may be 'seen as a religious practice but of late it is seen as an attempt by 
minorities to demonstrate their distinctiveness. Hoodfar (2003) suggested that we 
should perceive veil as a women's agency in resisting racism as immigrant women 
who become prey of racism begin to practice veiling as a sign of identity and 
symbolizing resistance to the dominant negative attitude towards them. This finding 
fulfills the assumptions of optimal distinctiveness theory (Brewer, 1991, 1993a) 
which clearly focused on two motivational principles- 1) to differentiate oneself from 
others and 2) to include self into larger social collectives. Veil fulfills these two needs, 
need for differentiation and inclusiveness at the same time as the females practicing it 
fulfill their belongingness need through identification with the veil group and 
simultaneously their differentiation need through being distinct from the majority 
group. Snyder and Fromkin (1980) also suggested that people could satisfy their need 
for uniqueness through membership in group that differentiates them from other 
population. 
Moreover, females in veil group who perceive greater realistic threat also 
reported a strong desire for distinctiveness while in non-veil group no such difference 
was found. Groups strive to maintain a positive and distinctive social identity (Reid & 
Hogg, 2005) to fulfill self-enhancement motive. Social identity literature throws light 
on the desire of people to maintain positive group distinctiveness to enhance their 
self-esteem (Abrams & Hogg, 1988). It was found that the information that one's 
group is indistinct or similar to outgroups poses a threat to group member's need for 
ingroup distinctiveness (Brewer, 1991; Hogg & Abrams, 1993; Tajfel, 1978, 1982). 
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This threat motivates ingroup members to discriminate against and devalue outgroup 
members (source threat) to restore the sense of unique group identity (Tajfel, 1978; 
Tajfel & Tuner, 1979). This rising trend of veiling amongst educated Muslim females 
may be an attempt to assert the distinctiveness of their group identity in an intergroup 
context. Thus, veil serves the strongest symbol forging the revitalized identity for 
these females and they went to great pains in asserting its distinctiveness and 
authenticity. 
Across groups comparison reveal that Hindus and Muslims adopting visible 
identity markers have a stronger sense of distinctiveness in comparison to Christians. 
According to social identity theory (Tajfel, 1978) the desire for certainty and positive 
self-evaluation are key motivators to generate a tendency in group members to 
exaggerate the similarities among its members (ingroup) and to exaggerate its 
differences from other groups (outgroups) (Abrams & Hogg, 1990; Hogg & Grieve, 
1999). 
This public display of behavior identified with a group can be seen as an 
expression of identity rather than merely as strategic self presentation (Abrams, et al., 
2007; Emler & Reicher, 2005; Jetten, et al., 2001). Muslim students exhibited a 
greater desire for distinctiveness than Hindus and Christians. Hindu and Muslim are 
the co-existing groups in our country. Hindu are in majority, whereas Muslim are in 
minority. As a result, Hindus generally perceive themselves as resourceful, whereas 
Muslims perceive themselves as a relatively deprived group. In this state of affairs, 
Muslims try to favour their own group as well as to prevent own group from any 
negative outcomes. This finding was also supported by other studies (Tripathi & 
Srivastava, 1981). In such cases it may be seen as an attempt to reclaim the definition 
of minority group and assert more positive self-definitions by minorities. In the 
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present case this increased sense of distinctiveness on the part of Muslims may be an 
attempt to develop their own distinct identity in order to protect their group from 
negative outcomes. 
Findings also reveal that people who perceive high symbolic and realistic 
threat reported strong desire for distinctiveness among Muslims but among Hindus 
only those people who perceive threat over their resources exhibited a desire for 
distinctiveness. This difference was not found among Christians. According to 
researchers (Crocker, Thompson, McGraw & Ingerman, 1987; Hakmiller, 1966) 
under threatening situations people tend to compare themselves with people from 
whom they can be positively differentiated. It showed a relationship between relative 
deprivation and inter-group attitudes in the context of Hindu and Muslim relations in 
India. The relatively deprived Muslim displayed more ethnocentric inter-group 
attitudes. Others have also indicated that the salience of minority numerical status is 
aversive and it motivates individuals to protect the validity of their in-group 
membership in an inter-group context (Brewer, 1991; Kenworthy & Miller, 2001). If 
status relations between groups are perceived as illegitimate and unstable, however, 
the dominant groups' superiority may be challenged, resulting in intergroup conflict 
(see Brown, 2000). The strength of group identification was shown to be a powerful 
moderator of a number of psychological phenomena, such as reactions to 
distinctiveness threat (Jetten & Spears, 2003). 
Several researchers are _ of the view that distinctiveness serves as a defining 
property of identity , (Apter, 1983; Codol, 1981; James, 1892). Feeling of 
distinctiveness helps people to fulfill meaning motive i.e., to find significance or 
purpose of one's existence (Baumeister, 1991). For example, what it means to 
someone to be an American, an Indian, a Musician, a Muslim depends to a large 
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extent on what they see as distinguishing British from other nationalities, musicians 
from non-musicians, or Islam from other religions (Vignoles, Chryssochoou, & 
Breakwell, 2000). Studies on Intergroup relations also revealed that human beings 
have a primary need for positive self-esteem (Turner,1982; Turner, Brown, & Tajfel, 
1979) and people compete with one another to attain positive social identity and strive 
to protect it and increase it through positive distinctiveness. Symbolism is essential 
for the proper flourishment of a culture (Geertz, 1973). In this context religion is 
considered one of the epitomes of the core values of a culture which plays a central 
role in the daily lives of the members of any particular cultural group. 
Conclusion and Implication of the Study 
Findings across the studies reveal interesting results. It is clear from the study 
that social psychological factors do influence the adoption of visible identity markers 
for groups. The significant aspect is that these social psychological factors differ for 
different groups, that is for majority group the factors are different in comparison to 
minority groups. Apart from the hierarchical placement of groups in society it is their 
relative position in terms of control of power and resources along with the history of 
past experiences with other groups are major determinants in adoption of visible 
identity markers, in this case dress code. For a young educated Muslim female the 
practice of veiling may be a religious statement but it is more an assertion of her 
visibility in relation to other religious groups as well as the gender statement. It gives 
them a tool for protection and mobility in a patriarchal set-up. 
In case of Muslims, Hindus, and Christians adopting typical dress codes, the 
intensity of identification with the group, their ideological commitment and 
perception of threat was important. Muslims reported greater social identification 
followed by Hindus and Christians. Hindus reported greater personal identity in 
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comparison to others. As far as threat perception is concerned all the groups 
experienced threat but the nature of threat was different. Muslims experienced greater 
symbolic and resource threat, Hindus reported greater symbolic threat while 
Christians felt greater intergroup anxiety. This clearly indicates that intergroup 
relations can not be simply understood in terms of ingroup-outgroup or majority-
minority dynamics. It is the changing social scenario and the influx of globalization 
along with the historical matrix of the groups that is important in understanding 
relationship between groups as well as the dynamics within the same group. 
The findings clearly imply that for understanding and managing intergroup 
relations in a culturally plural society like India one needs to have a multi pronged 
strategy. Intergroup relations can be understood by exploring it from diverse angles 
while at the same time focusing on the changing socio-cultural reality of present day 
societies. The findings further emphasize the historical realities of group. Hence to get 
a comprehensive picture of present day relations between groups one needs to keep in 
mind the history of these groups. 
Limitations and Future Suggestions for Research 
The current research focused on dress code as identity marker and it was 
explored in the light of social identity theory. For example the practice of veiling was 
understood in terms of identification with a particular religious group (i.e. Muslims). 
Their threat perception and need for distinctiveness was explored in relation to 
majority group only (in this case Hindus). This may have restricted the understanding 
of the increasing trend of veiling amongst young educated females. In light of the new 
veiling phenomenon one needs to understand this dress code from the gender angle as 
well as the placement of females in relation to other groups with which they interact 
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on a regular basis. The psychological angle of lack of recognition or lack of visibility 
needs to be further explored. 
Another major limitation of the studies was the measures. Most of the scales 
used the majority group as the reference point that is for Muslims and Christians the 
comparison was in terms of Hindus. As one of the findings clearly show that 
Christians did not report symbolic or resource threat but reported intergroup anxiety 
in relations to Hindus, in future one needs to explore these dynamics in relation to 
other groups also that is with Muslims and for Muslims with Christians also. Further, 
one also needs to check the extent to which they identify with other groups. It is 
possible that Christians who have converted from Hinduism still identify with that 
group at a certain Ievel. A person needs not exclusively identify with only one group. 
Thus in future this cross-categorization angle needs to be explored. 
In future another aspect that needs to be explored is the amount and nature of 
contact between members of different groups. According to the contact hypothesis 
interaction and contact between members of different groups does reduce prejudice 
and perception of threat between groups. 
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I& Appenwix 
Section-A: 
This questionnaire consists of a number of different sections on various topics. 
Please read each portion carefully before providing a response and answer according 
to your opinion on the matter. The information gathered is purely for research purpose 
and it will be kept strictly confidential. 
Demographic Information: 
1) Age: 
2) Gender: male / female 
3) Religion: 
4) Educational Qualification: 
5) Education of mother: 
6) Education of father: 	- 
7) Marital Status: married / unmarried 
8) Residential Background: 	rural / urban 
9) Family Type: 	 joint / nuclear 
10) Economic Status of the family- (Tick the category appropriate to you). 
a) Very low 	 b) Lower middle 	 c) Middle 
d) Upper middle 	 e) Rich 	 f) Very rich 
11) Average monthly income: 
SECTION-B 
Each of us has his/her own personal views about God and other religious matters. 
Below are given some statements which express opinions on various aspects of this 
issue. PIease read each statement carefully and give your opinion by putting a tick 
mark { } under any one of the 5 options. 
1. A good man is one who 	Strongly Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 
has complete faith in God. Disagree 	 Agree 
2. It is necessary to believe 
and follow ones religious 
faith or the other in order 
to live a good life. 
3. People who strive for the 
good of all being need no 
religion. 
Strongly Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 
Disagree 	 Agree 
Strongly Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 
Disagree 	 Agree 
4. Everyone's destiny /fate is Strongly Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 
in God's hand. 	 Disagree 	 Agree 
5. Religious books are merely Strongly Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 
good literature, they have 	Disagree 	 Agree 
no other significance. 
6. God is the creator and 
giver therefore one's Iife 
should be guided in 
accordance with God's 
plan. 
Strongly Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 
Disagree 	 Agree 
7. Deep faith in god helps one Strongly Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 
to overcome all crises. 	Disagree 	 Agree 
2 
8. The crises and problems of Strongly Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 
life are God's way to test 	 Agree 
Disagree 
the faith of man. 
9. It is important to pray to 	Strongly Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 
God in the way prescribed Disagree 	 Agree 
in one's religious faith. 
10. Every person should have 
deep faith in some 
supernatural force higher 
than oneself, whose 
decision one should not 
question. 
Strongly Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 
Disagree 	 Agree 
11. A pious and God fearing Strongly 
person will go to heaven. 	Disagree 
12. Performance of prayers Strongly 
and fasts pleases God. 	Disagree  
Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 
Agree 
Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 
Agree 
13. Prayer is a means of 
communication with God 
and inviting his grace. 
14. Religion is the only force 
which restrains man from 
committing immoral acts. 
15. Happiness can not be 
gained through prayers 
and, sacrificial offerings. 
Strongly Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 
Disagree 	 Agree 
Strongly Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 
Disagree 	 Agree 
Strongly Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 
Disagree 	 Agree 
16. Religion prevents the 	Strongly Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 
development of rationality. Disagree 	 Agree 
3 
17. Religion is the only means Strongly Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 
of making man aware of 	Disagree 	 Agree 
his own essential goodness. 
Section C 
Below are some statements. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree 
with the statements by circling the no. that best describes your views. 
1 I am totally satisfied strongly disagree Neither agree Strongly 
with '1 myself, disagree agree agree 
nor 
disagree 
2 I think that I have strongly disagree Neither agree Strongly 
many 	good disagree agree agree 
qualities nor disagree 
3 I think that I am strongly disagree Neither agree Strongly 
worthless. disagree agree agree 
nor 
disagree 
4 1 am capable to do strongly disagree Neither Agree Strongly 
any type of work disagree agree agree 
just like people of nor 
other 	religious 
disagree 
community. 
5 I think that I have strongly disagree Neither agree Strongly 
no 	quality 	to be disagree agree agree 
proud of nor disagree 
6 1 think that I am strongly disagree Neither agree Strongly 
good for nothing. disagree agree agree 
nor 
disagree 
7 I think that I am as strongly disagree Neither agree Strongly 
capable / worthy as disagree agree agree 
other people. nor disagree 
8 I wish that I had strongly disagree Neither agree Strongly 
more 	respect 	for disagree agree agree 
myself nor disagree 
9 I think that I am an strongly disagree Neither agree Strongly 
unsuccessful person. disagree agree Agree 
nor 
disagree 
4 
10 I 	have 	positive 	strongly disagree Neither agree Strongly 
thoughts/views about 	a agree Agree 
myself nor disagree 
I My religious community strongly disagree Neither agree Strongly 
has 	made 	important disagree agree agree 
contribution 	in 	the nor disagree 
progress of society. 
2 My religious community is strongly disagree Neither agree Strongly 
considered good by people disagree agree agree 
of 	other 	religious nor disagree 
community. 
3 In 	comparison to 	other strongly disagree Neither agree Strongly 
religious 	community, disagree agree agree 
people generally consider nor disagree 
my religious community as 
non -effective. 
4 My religious community is strongly disagree Neither agree Strongly 
respected by the members disagree agree agree 
of 	other 	religious nor disagree 
community. 
5 Other people think that my strongly disagree Neither agree Strongly 
religious 	community 	is disagree agree agree 
untrustworthy. nor disagree 
6 Being connected with my strongly disagree Neither agree Strongly 
religious community is a disagree agree Agree 
part of my identity. nor disagree 
7 1 am proud of being a 	strongly 	disagree 	Neither 
member of this religious 	disagree agree 
community. 	 nor disagree 
agree 	Strongly 
Agree 
8 I think that my religious 	strongly 	disagree 	Neither 
community is not useful, 	disagree agree 
nor 
disagree 
agree 	Strongly 
Agree 
E 
Section D 
Please circle the number that corresponds to how strongly you agree or disagree with 
the following statements: 
1 Hindus & Muslims have 
different values. 
2 Hindus do not understand the 
way Muslims view the world. 
3 Muslims & Hindus have 
different values. 
4 Hindus have no right to think 
that they have better values 
than Muslims. 
5 Hindus should not try to impose 
their values on Muslims. 
6 Hindus threaten Muslims way of 
life. 
7 The world view of Hindus & 
Muslims are different. 
8 Too much money is spent on 
educational programme that benefit 
Hindus. 
9 Hindus have more control over 
trade & business in this country 
than they should. 
10 Many jobs are given to less 
qualified Hindus over more 
qualified Muslims 
strongly disagree Neither agree strongly 
disagree 	agree 	agree 
nor 
disagree 
strongly disagree Neither agree strongly 
disagree agree agree 
nor 
disagree 
strongly disagree Neither agree strongly 
disagree agree agree 
nor 
disagree 
strongly disagree Neither agree strongly 
disagree agree agree 
nor 
disagree 
strongly disagree Neither agree strongly 
disagree agree agree 
nor 
disagree 
strongly disagree Neither agree strongly 
disagree agree 	agree 
nor 
disagree 
strongly disagree 	Neither 	agree 	strongly 
disagree agree agree 
nor 
disagree 
strongly disagree Neither agree strongly 
disagree agree agree 
nor 
disagree 
strongly 	disagree Neither agree 	strongly 
disagree agree agree 
nor 
disagree 
strongly 	disagree Neither agree 	strongly 
disagree agree agree 
nor 
disagree 
strongly disagree Neither agree strongly 
disagree 	agree 	agree 
nor 
disagree 
Ii Government policies favour Hindus 
over Muslims in many cases. 
12 The government tries to appease 	strongly disagree Neither agree strongly 
certain sections of the Hindu disagree 	agree 	agree 
community too much, 	 nor disagree 
13 	Hindu hold too many portions of strongly disagree 	Neither agree 	strongly 
power 	& 	responsibility 	in 	the disagree agree agree country nor 
disagree 
14 	Hindu 	dominate 	Indian policies strongly disagree 	Neither agree 	strongly 
disagree agree agree 
more than they should. nor 
disagree 
7 
Below are given some adjectives. Keeping in mind the members of other community 
(eg. Hindus) try to rate these words on a five point scale. Tick the option that 
appropriately represent your feelings towards them. 
Not at all 	 very much 
1 	 2 	3 	4 	 5 
1. Nervous 1 2 3 4 	5 
2. Anxious 1 2 3 4 	5 
3. Tense 1 2 3 4 	5 
4. Comfortable 1 2 3 4 	5 
5. Safe 1 2 3 4 	5 
6. Awkward 1 2 3 4 	5 
7. Uncertain 1 2 3 4 	5 
8. Confident 1 2 3 4 	5 
9. Friendly 1 2 3 4 	5 
10. Trust 1 2 3 4 	5 
SECTION-E 
People from different communities have certain similarities and differences between 
them. According to you how similar or different Muslims must be from Hindus on the 
following aspects. Please tick the pair of circle that best represent your views. 
00 CC CO (C) 0 
Extremely Different Somewhat Similar Extremely 
Different Similar Similar 
1.  Cultural values Extremely Different Somewhat Similar Extremely 
different similar similar 
2.  Family Values Extremely Different Somewhat  Similar Extremely 
different similar similar 
3.  World view Extremely Different Somewhat Similar Extremely 
different similar similar 
4.  Customs Extremely Different Somewhat Similar Extremely 
different similar similar 
5.  Rituals Extremely Different Somewhat Similar Extrem :ly 
different similar similar 
6.  Life Style Extremely Different Somewhat Similar Extremely 
different similar similar 
I 
